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Executive Summary 



Annually, in accordance with Senate Concurrent 
Resolution No. 51 of the 1965 General Legislative 
Session, the Commission submits to the Governor 
and the Legislature an analysis of facuUy salaries in 
the University of California and the California State 
University for the forthcoming fiscal year. 

In this report for the 1988-89 year, the Commission 
analyzes the data submitted to the University and 
State University by their respective groups of com- 
parison institutions and shows how those data are 
formulated into the parity percentages presented on 
pages 5-11. It estimates that for 1988-89, University 
of California faculty members will require an aver- 
age salary increase of 3.0 percent to bring them to 
the mean of their comparison group, while Califor- 
nia State University faculty members will require 
an increase of 4.7 percent. 

This report is based on the changed methodology 
that the Commission adopted on February 8, 1988, 
when it agreed to substitute Massachusetts Institute 
of Technology and the University of Virginia for Cor- 
nell University and the University of Wisconsin- 
Madison as comparison institutions for the Universi- 
ty of California. 

The Commission adopted this report at its meeting 
on March 21, 1988, on recommendation of its Policy 
Development Committee. Additional copies of the 
report may be obtained from the Library of the Com- 
mission at (916) 322-8031. Questions about the 
substance of the report may be directed to Murray J 
Haberman of the Commission staff at <916) 322- 
8021. 

Later this summer, the Commission will publish a 
supplement to this report that will describe faculty 
members* salaries at California's Community Col- 
leges and salaries of administrators at the Universi- 
ty of California and the California State Uraversity 
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Introduction 



ANNUALLY, in accordance with Senate Concur- 
rent Resolution No, 51 of the 1965 General Legisla- 
tive Session (reproduced in Appendix A on page 17), 
the University of California and the California State 
University submit to the Commission data on facul- 
ty salaries and the cost of fringe benefits for their re- 
spective institutions auid for a group of comparison 
colleges and universities. On the basis of these data. 
Commission staff develops estimates of the percent- 
age changes in salaries auid the cost of fringe bene- 
fits required to attain parity with the comparison 
groups in the forthcoming fiscal year. The methodo- 
logy requires that parity figures for both segments 
be submitted to the Department of Finance and the 
Office of the Legislative Analyst by December 5 of 
each year. 

The methodology by which the segments collect 
these data and the Commission staff analyzes them 
(Appendix B, p. 19) has "been designed by the Com- 
mission in consultation with the two four-year seg- 
ments, the Department of Finance, and the Office of 
the Legislative Analyst, and has been published in 
the Commission's Methods for Calculating Salary 
and Fringe Benefit Cost Comparisons (March 1985). 

Additional reports, requested in previous years by 
the Office of the Legislative Analyst, and subse- 
quently incorporated into Supplemental Language 
to the Budget Act, discuss faculty salaries in the 
California Community Colleges, administrators' 
salaries in the four-year segments, and medical fac- 
ulty compensation (salaries plus clinical fees) in the 
University of California. The first two of these are 
annual reports; the third is presented only in odd- 
numbered years. In the curren*" cycle, the reports on 
Community College faculty salaries and administra- 
tors' salaries in the four-year segments, will be dis- 
cussed by the Commission at its meeting on June 12- 
13, 1988. 



History of the faculty salary reports 

The impetus for the faculty salary report came from 

ERIC 



the Master Plan Survey Team in 1960, which recom- 
mended that: 

3. Greatly increased salaries and expanded 
fringe benefits, such as health and group 
life insurance, leaves, and travel funds to 
attend professional meetings, housing, park- 
ing and moving expenses, be provided for 
faculty members in order to make college 
and university teaching attractive as com- 
pared with business and industry. 



8. Because of the continual change in faculty 
demand and supply, the coordinating agen- 
cy annually collect pertinent data from all 
segments of higher education in the state 
and thereby make possible the testing of the 
assumptions underlying this report (Master 
Plan Survey Team, 1960, p. 12). 

For four years thereafter, the Legislature continu- 
ally sought information regarding faculty compen- 
sation, information which came primarily from the 
Legislative Analyst in his Analysis of the Budget 
Bill and from the Coordinating Council for Higher 
Education in its annual repor s to the Governor and 
the Legislature on the level of support for public 
higher education. While undoubtedly helpful to the 
process of determining faculty compensation levels, 
these reports were considered to be insufficient, es- 
pecially by the Assembly, which consequently re- 
quested the Legislative Analyst to prepare a specific 
report on the subject (House Resolution No. 250, 
1964 First Ext. aordinary Session reproduced in 
Appendix C, p. 27). 

Early in the 1965 General Sessior, the Legislative 
Analyst present <i his report (Appendix D, p. 27) and 
recommended that the process of developing data for 
use by the Legislature and the Governor in deter- 
mining faculty compensation be formalized. This 
recommendation was embodied in Senate Con- 
current Resolution No. 51 (1965), which specifically 
directed the Coordinating Council to prepare annual 



reports in cooperation with the University of Cali- 
fornia and the California State Colleges. 

Since that time, the Coordinating Council, and more 
recently the Commission, have submitted reports to 
the Governor and the Legislature. Prior to the 1973- 
74 budgetary cycle, only one report was submitted, 
usually in March or April. Between 1974-75 and 
1985-86, the Commission compiled two - a prelimi- 
nary report transmitted in December, and a final re- 
port in April or May. The first was intended princi- 
pally to assist the Department of Finance in develop- 
ing the Governor's Budget, while the second was 
used by the Legislative Analyst and the legislative 
fiscal committees during budget hearings. Each of 
them compared faculty salaries and the cost of fringe 
benefits in California's public four-year segments 
with those of other institutions (both within and out- 
side of California) for the purpose of maintaining a 
competitive position. 



Changes in content and methodology 

Over a period of several years, the Commission's 
salary reports became more comprehensive Where 
they originally provided only comparison institution 
data, they were occasionally expanded to include 
summaries of economic conditions; comparisons 
with other professional workers; discussions of sup- 
plemental income and business and industrial com- 
petition for talent; analyses of collective bargaining; 
and Community College faculty salaries, medical 
faculty salaries, and administrators' salaries. The 
last three of these additions to the annual reports 
were all requested by the Office of the Legislative 
Analyst: Community College and medical faculty 
salaries in 1979, and administrators' salaries in 
1982. 

In 1984, the Commission convened an advisory com- 
mittee consisting of representatives from the seg- 
ments, the Department of Finance, the Office of the 
Legislative Analyst, and other interested parties to 
review the methodology under which the salary re- 
ports are prepared each year. That committee's deli- 
berations led to a number of substantive revisions 
which were approved by the Commission in March 
1985 in the previously mentioned Methods for Cal- 
culating Salary and Fringe Benefit Cost Compari- 
sons. Among the more significant of the changes 



were those to create a new list of comparison in- 
stitutions for the State University, to produce only a 
single report rather than a preliminary and a final 
report, and to provide University of California medi- 
cal faculty salary information biennially rat'ier 
than annually. 

In past years, particularly in the late 1970s and ear- 
ly 1980s, the Commission s faculty salary reports in- 
cluded comprehensive surveys of economic condi- 
tions and salaries paid in other occupational fields. 
There was a need for such data at that time since 
evidence had shown that faculty salaries at most 
institutions of higher education across the country 
were not keeping pace with changes in the cost of 
living or with salary increases granted to other pro- 
fessional workers. Since faculty salaries in Califor- 
nia are baseJ primarily on inter-institutional com- 
parisons, those at the University of California and 
the California State University were undergoing an 
economic erosion comparable to that experienced 
nationally. That erosion made it increasingly diffi- 
cult to recruit the most talented teachers and re- 
searchers, especially in competition with the sub- 
stantially higher salaries generally available in bus- 
iness and industry. Consequently, in order to pro- 
vide the Governor and tha Legislature with as much 
information as possible on a complex situation, the 
Commission expanded considerably the scope of 
those salary analyses. 

In the past four years - 1984-85 to 1987-88 - the sal- 
ary deficiencies experienced by faculty in the tv.-o 
public four-year segments have been corrected, as 
have those of most other institutions of higher edu- 
cation across the country. With the impressive re- 
covery of the national economy, and the even more 
impressive recovery of California's economy, funds 
have become available to restore faculty salaries to 
levels where the segments are better able to com- 
pete. As a result, there is less need for the extensive 
economic conditions and occupational salary data 
that the Commission published in prior years. 

Two years ago, due primarily to issues of confidenti- 
ality and technical difficulties in collecting data in a 
timely fashion, the advisory committee met again to 
consider changes in the methodology. The commit- 
tee suggested several revisions to the methodology 
at that meeting to address those issues. The Com- 
mission acted on those recommendations when it 
adopted its report, Faculty Salary Revisions: A Re- 
vision of the Commission s 1985 Methodology for 
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Preparing Its Annual Reports on Faculty and Ad- 
ministrative Salaries and Fringe Benefits^ at its Ju»»e 
8, 1987 meeting. 

At that time, the University of California agreed to 
continue to use the eight comparison institutions it 
has 'ised for the past 16 years. After further anal- 
yzing salary trends at these eight institutions later 
in the summer, however, the University determined 
that the economic situation, especially in the mid- 
west, had adversely affected at least one of its 
comparison institutions - the University of Wiscon- 
sin, Madison - causing only marginal increases in 
its faculty salaries in contrast to increases c;lse- 
where. Furthermore, the University sought to build 
into its list of comparison institutions the compe- 
titive edge it has enjoyed in recent years. Thus it 
asked the Commission that "in the best interest of 
the University and the State," that other insti- 
tutions be considered for its comparison gi'oup. The 
University formally requested that the Commission 
"approve a change in the list of institutions that 
serve the University as a comparison group for fac- 
ulty salaries, with the substitution of the University 
of Virginia for the University of Wisconsin, and the 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology for Cornell 
University." Aspart of this proposal, the University 
agreed to abandon requests for the 1988-89 and sub- 
sequent fiscal years for "margin of excellence" funds, 
noting that "the traditional methodology of projected 
lag to parity will be sufficient given the new compar- 
ison group, making the competitive edge no longer 
necessary." (For the past two years, the margin of 
excellence was set at 3.6 percent.) 



In response to this proposed change in the methodol- 
ogy, Commission staff again convened a meeting of 
the Advisory Committee on the Faculty Salary 
Methodology to discuss appropriate replacement 
institutions. Acknowledging that the State of Wis- 
consin has experienced economic problems for many 
years, which have resulted in serious erosion of its 
institutions' faculty salaries, the advisory commit- 
tee recommended replacing the University of Wis- 
consin with the University of Virginia. Further- 
more the committee recommended that the Massa- 
chusetts Institute of Technology would he an appro- 
priate replacement for Cornell to alleviate the need 
for "margin of excellence" funds. The Commission 
approved this change in the University's comparison 
institutions at its February 8, 1988, meeting, as 
noted in Appendix B on page 19. (A complete discus- 
sion and justification for these changes appears in 
Agenda Item 13 of the Commission's February 8, 
1988, meeting.) 



Contents of this year's report 

For the 1988-89 cycle, this report contains only data 
on faculty salaries dt the University of California 
and the California State University. This summer, 
the Commission will review a supplemental report 
on Community College faculty and four-year seg- 
ment administrators' salaries. Pursuant to the re- 
vised methodology, the Commission will include as 
part of its 1989-90 report on faculty salaries infoi- 
mation on the cost of fringe benefits. 
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Projected Salaries at California's Public 
Universities Required for Parity with Comparison 
Institution Salaries, 1987-88 and 1988-89 



THIS year's salary analysis continues to present a 
comprehensive examination of faculty salary com- 
parison institution data. With the advent of comput- 
erized spreadsheets at the Commission, the time in- 
volved to complete a comprehensive analysis of the 
raw data has been reduced to a matter of days, and 
this reduction in time has allowed for the more de- 
tailed segmental analysis that follows. 



University of California 

On November 19 and 20, 19S7, the Regents of the 
University of California met and requested the Gov- 
ernor and the Legislature to approve funding suffi- 
cient to grant University faculty an average salary 
increase of 3.0 percent. This amount was to main- 
tain parity with the University's eight comparison 
institutions. This percentage increase is based on a 
new set of comparison institutions, the composition 
of which alleviates the need for a ''margin of excel- 
lence" an amount that piovided an additional per- 
centage increase above the parity figure which in re- 
cent years gave the University a competitive edge in 
its hiring of faculty. The Commission, in approving 
the change in the University's comparison institu- 
tions, acknowledges that the the University's com- 
petitive edge will be incorporated into the base cal- 
culations used in computing the parity figure. 
Clearly, more faculty will be recruited in the next 15 
years than were recruited previously, and the cost of 
living is higher in California than nationally. If the 
University is to attract the best and brightest from a 
national pool of applicants, the methodology used for 
computing faculty salaries should not be contingent 
on special factors. The revised list of comparison in- 
stitutions should preclude such contingencies. 

Display 1 on the next page shows the average sal- 
aries by rank at the comparison institutions in 1982- 
83 and 1987-88 and includes the University of Vir- 



ginia and the Massachusetts Institute of Technolo- 
g:/, as well as the University's position in each of 
these two yep.rs. It indicates that, over the past five 
years, the University has improved its position from 
far below the average at all three ranks to slightly 
above it at the ranks of professor and associate pro- 
fessor and strongly above it for assistant professors. 
Since most of the University's new hires will be at 
the assistant professor level, this should place the 
University in a strong competitive position if the 
margin is maintained. It should be noted, however, 
that the University's relatively strong upward 
movement in its ranking among its comparison in- 
stitutions was heavily influenced by the fact that its 
faculty received no increase in salaries in the 1982- 
83 fiscal year - a year in which its ranking was 
eighth. 

Display 2 on page 7 shows the parity calculations for 
the 1988-89 fiscal year, and it indicates that the 
University will require an increase of 2.98 percent to 
m^^intain parity at the mean of its comparison 
group. An important element in deriving institu- 
tional average salaries is the factor used to convert 
11-month salaries to nine-month salaries. In most 
cases, this conversion is derived by dividing nine by 
11 to produce a factor of 0.8182. In the University's 
case, however, a factor of 0.86 has been used for 
many years and is applied to the entire comparison 
group. Historically, the University has used a con- 
version factor of 0.86 to adjust 11-month salaries to 
9-month salaries. To assure consistency, the 0.86 
factor is applied to each of the University's compari- 
son institutions. Display 3 on page 8 shows the Uni- 
versity's 1987-88 salary schedule, with the actual 
conversions. 



The California State University 

Over the past five years, and principally because of 
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DISPLAY 1 University of California Comparison Institution Average Salaries. 1982-83 
and 1987^88 

Comparison Institution 





x^ruicoour 






Institution H 


S53,553(l) 


$30,533(6) 


$26,677 (3) 


Institution A 


50,271 (2) 


35,800(1) 


28,286(1) 


Institution D 


49,154(3) 


29.06'^ (7) 


23,010(7) 


Institution F 


48,600 (4) 


34,480(2) 


27,200 (2) 


Institution C 


45,676 (5) 


32,129(3) 


25,154(5) 


Institution B 


44,800 (6) 


30.700(4) 


22.600 (9) 


Institution E 


41,854(7) 


30,580(5) 


25,659(4) 


University of California 


41.645 (8) 


27,664 (9) 


22,820 (8) 


In^l'itiitinn 0 


40 582 (9) 


28,390 (8) 


25,100 (6) 


Comparison Institution 
AverDge 


$46,811 


$31,450 


$25 461 


Comparison Institution 


Prnfp^Qor 

I UIC99UI 




Assistant Professor 


Institution H 


$73,031 (1) 


$40,069(8) 


$35,021 (6) 


Institution A 


70,263 (2) 


49,627(1) 


39,572(1) 


Institution D 


67,811 (3) 


41,136(7) 


32,981 (8) 


University of California 


65.881 (4) 


43,574 (5) 


38,424 (3) 


Institution F 


65,376 (5) 


48,383 (2) 


38,586(2) 


Institution C 


61,401(6) 


44,483 (3) 


35,321 (5) 


Institution B 


60,808 (') 


41,744(6) 


33.191(7) 


Institution E 


57,811 (8) 


44,403 (4) 


36,950(4) 


Institution G 


5J,248 (9) 


37,309(9) 


32,964 (9) 


Comparison Institution 
Average 


$63,719 


$43,394 


$35,573 



Not«: The data m the 1987-88 table for the Um\crsit> of California reflect salary increases awarded m January 1988. Actual 
ijalariea earned by University faculty for the 1987-88 fiscal year are thus shghtly lower than listed here, and these differences 
could affect the Li niveraity's ranking. The rankings for several comparison institutions may also be affected by salary increases 
given at times other than the first day of the fiscal year. 

Source: Office of the President, University of California. 
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DISPLAY 2 University of California Comparison Group Average Salaries, 1982-83 and 1987-38, 
Compound Rates of Increase, Projected Comparison Group Average Salaries, 1988-89, 
Projected Parity Comparisons, and Projected 1988-S9 Staffing Patterns 



Academic Rank 


Comparison Group 
Average Salaries 
1982-83 


Comparison Group 
Average Salaries 
1987-88 


Compound Rate of 
Increase 


Comparison Group 
Projected Salaries 
1988-89 


Professor 




46,811 


63,719 


6 361^0 


67,772 


Associate Professor 




31,450 


43,394 


6 65l^c 


46.280 


Assistant Ptafessor 




25.461 


35,573 


6 918^0 


38.034 




University of 

(Zn lirnrnm 

v^aiiiwi ilia 


Comoarison Group Average Salaries 


Percentage Increase Required m 
University of California Average 
Salaries to Equal the Comoarison 
Institution A erage 


Academic Rank 


Actual Average 


Actual 1987-88 


Projec'ed 1988-89 


Actual 1987-88 


Projected 1988 89 


Professor 


65,881 


63,719 


67,772 


3.28% 


2.37% 


Associate Professor 


43,574 


43,394 


46,280 


-0 41% 


6.21% 


Assistant Professor 


38,424 


35,573 


38,034 


-7.42% 


-1.01% 


All Ranks Averages 
(UC Staffing) 


57,541 


55,664 


59,258 


-3 26% 


2.98% 


Institutional Budget 
Year Staffing Pattern 
(Full Time Equivalent) 


Professor 


.Associate 
Professor 


Assistant 
r^ofessor 


Total 




University of California 


3.425 


1009 


757 


5191 




Comparison Institutions 


4,232.5 


1,858.74 


1,815.3^ 


7,906.57 





Source: University of California, Office of the President, reproduced in Appendix E. 



salary increases granted in the past two years, the 
State University has imprcved its competitive posi- 
tion nationally. Displays 4 and 5 on pages 9 and 10 
show average salaries at :ts comparison institutions 
in 1982-83 and 1987-88, as well as the State Uni- 
versity faculty's relative position on each list. These 
displays indicate that while the State University's 
faculty ranked eighteenth in each of its top three 
professorial categories in 1982-83, it improved to 
between fourth and eighth by 1987-88. Because of 
the large number of State University faculty at the 



full-professor level, the weighted average actually 
placed the faculty in sixth position in 1982-83 and 
fourth position in 1987-88. If something near this 
ranking continues, it will place the State University 
in a very competitive position in the years ahead, 
when so many new faculty are expected to be hired. 
Like the University, the relatively strong upward 
movement in the State University's ranking among 
its comparison institutions was heavily influenced 
by the fact its faculty received no increase in salaries 
in the 1982-83 fiscal year. 
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DISPLAY 3 University of California 1987-88 Salary Schedule for Nine and Eleven Month Faculty, 
with Percentage Differences 



Mine Month 



Faculty by Rank 


Step I 


Step 2 


Step 3 


Step 4 


Steps 


Step 6 


Step? 


Professor 


$44,800 


$49,400 


$54,200 


$59,300 


$64,500 


S69.800 


S75.500 


Associate 


$37,200 


§39,400 


§41,400 


$44,700 


$49,300 


N',A 


X-'A 


Professor 
















Assistant 


$31,500 


332,700 


$33,900 


$35,400 


$37,100 


$39,300 


N7A 


Professor 
















Eleven Month 
Faculty by Rank 


Step I 


Step 2 


Step 3 


Step 4 


Step 5 


Step 6 


Step? 


Professor 


$52,000 


S57,300 


$62,900 


$68,800 


$74,800 


$81,000 


$87,600 


Associate 


$43,100 


S45,800 


S48,100 


$51,900 


$57,200 


N7A 


N7A 


Profpssor 
















Assistant 


5)o6,600 


•!i37,800 


539, dOO 


$41,100 


$43,000 


<5yi c inn 
•5)40, r UU 


V/ A 


Professo** 
















Percentage 
Dilference oy 
Rank 


Step 1 


Step 2 


Step 3 


Step 4 Step 5 


Step 6 


Step 7 


Overall 
Average 


Professor 


86.15% 


86.21% 


86.17% 


86.19% 86.23% 36.17% 


Ob. 19% 




Associate 


86.31 


86.02 


86.07 


86.13 86.19 


N7A 


N7A 




Professor 
















Assistant 


86.07 


86.51 


86.26 


86.13 86.28 


86.00 


N7A 




Professor 
















Average 


86.18% 


86.25% 


86.17% 


86.15% 86.23% 86.09% 


86.19% 


86 18% 



Source; University of California. Office of the President. 



In its 1986-87 report, the Commission noted that the 
State University encountered considerable difficulty 
in its Pttempts to obtain reliable data from its new 
list of comparison institutions. Four of the institu- 
tions declined to participate vMtb the annual survey, 
and several others were not prepared to supply the 
data in a timely fashion. After the advisory commit- 
tee was reconvened in 1986 to discuss the problem, it 
unanimously approved replacements for the four in- 
stitutions that would not provide data. 



Following that meeting. State University officials 
worked to develop relationships with personnel at 
the comparison institutions, but it soon becamgjevi- 
dent that complete current-year data could r it be 
obtained from all of them in November of each year, 
nor from any other list of institutions that could con- 
ceivably be established, because many universities 
do not make computer runs of their faculty payrolls 
until after the November deadline required by the 
curlent methodology Because the Department of 
Finance requested this information by December 5 
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DISPLAY 4 California State University Comparison Institution Salary Data, by Rank. 1982-83 



Associate Assistint 
Professor Professor Professor Instructor Tnj.[ Faculty 



Institution 


No. 


Average 
Salary 


No. 


.Average 
Salary 


No. 


.Average 
Salary 


No. 


.Average 
Salary 


No. 


Weighted 
Average 
Salary 


Institution J 


128 


S48,100<1) 


133 


$34,600(1) 


123 


325,600 {2) 


16 


19,900^6) 


400 


35.565 ( I) 


Institution Q 


355 


45.045(2) 


347 


31,500(3) 


285 


25,733(1) 


30 


22.284(2) 


1.017 


34.340(3) 


Institution N 


230 


44,984(3) 


235 


32,434(2) 


154 


24,691(3) 


0 


0 


619 


35.171(2) 


Institution R 


396 


40,761(4) 


432 


30,402(4) 


447 


24,250(5) 


136 


18,469(12) 


1,411 


30,210(13) 


Institution P 


81 


40,712(5) 


102 


29,555(9) 


99 


23.433(11) 


6 


19,083(10) 


288 


30,370(11) 


Institution D 


143 


40,200(6) 


233 


29,700(6) 


97 


24,600 4) 


29 


20,000(4) 


502 


31,145(8) 


Institution F 


248 


40,100(7) 


263 


29,600 0 


173 


24.000 S> 


38 


17.700(13) 


722 


31.239(7) 


Institution A 


522 


39,300(8) 


438 


29,800(5) 


327 


24.100 '6) 


30 


18.900(11) 


1,317 


31,902(4) 


Institution S 


325 


39,154(9) 


320 


29.430(10) 


236 


23.364 14; 


23 


17.307(14) 


909 


30.958(10; 


Institution I 


50 


39,012(10) 


116 


28,643(14) 


63 


23,655*10: 


35 


16.723(16) 


264 


27,837(18) 


Institution C 


80 


38,900(11) 


64 


29,600(7) 


61 


22.500(17 


0 


0 


205 


31,117(9) 


Institution T 


245 


38,317(12) 


278 


27,993(17) 


202 


23.272 15) 


19 


19.843(8) 


744 


29.903. 14 > 


Institution K 


292 


38,000(13) 


259 


28,200(16) 


235 


23.700 «9j 




20.000(4) 


303 


30.273 1 12) 


Institution M 


136 


37,829(14) 


111 


29,391(11) 


66 


23,442(12' 


12 


20.615*3) 


325 


31,390(5) 


Institution 0 


155 


37,300(15* 


221 


28,800(13) 


175 


23.200:16) 


14 


16,800»15) 


565 


29,100(16) 


Institution B 


101 


36,900(16) 


98 


28,400(15) 


53 


23.400(13) 


20 


19.900(6) 


272 


29.957(15) 


Institution G 


139 


36,700(17) 


204 


29,300(12) 


201 


24.100(6) 


30 


22,500(1) 


574 


28.916(17) 


The California 
State University 


6,553 


$35,427 
(18) 


2,646 


S27J22 

a8) 


1,562 


22,255(18) 


175 


19,594 (9) 


10,936 


31,331(6) 


Institution £ 


76 


33,600.19) 


S3 


25,500(21) 


77 


22.200(19) 


12 


15,100(18) 


258 


26.417(20) 


Institution L 


35 


32,300(20) 


27 


26,300(20) 


34 


21,400(20) 


0 


0 


96 


26.752(19) 


Institution H 


181 


31,000(21) 


100 


26,400(19) 


163 


21.000(21) 


34 


15,900(17) 


478 


25.554(215 


Conipar;son 
Institution Totals 


3,918 


539,679 


4,074 


S29.673 


3.271 


S23.865 


506 


$18,769 


11,769 


$30,921 



Source: California State University, Office of the Chancellor 



of each year for consideration in the Governors Bud- 
get, estimates continue to be necessary for those in- 
stitutions not supplying current-year informatijn. 

In its attempts to make the estimates as accurate as 
possible, the Office of the Chancellor analyzed the 
differences between the cost-of-living adjustments 
projected to be given to faculty, and those actually 
distributed to them. This analysis showed that the 



actual c'.ianges in any institution s average salaries 
increased by only about 95 percent of the projected 
percentage increase — a difference caused by 
changes in staffing patterns at the institutions in- 
volved. Accordingly, the State University suggested 
that, when current-year data cannot be obtained, 
but the projected cost-of-living adjustment is known, 
that that percentage be multiplied by 0.95. This 
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DISPLAY 5 California State University Comparison Institution Salary Data, by Rank, 1937-^S 



Asr>ociate Assistant 
Professor Pr ofesi^or Professor Instruc tor Total Faculty 



Institution 


No. 


Average 
Salary 


No. 


.Average 
Salary 


So. 


Average 
Salary 


.Vo. 


.Average 
Salary 


No. 


Weighted 
Average 
Saiarv 


Institution J 


122 


562,999 <1) 


154 


S46.599a) 


94 


337,372(1) 


9 


327,634(5) 


379 


49.139 M» 


Instituticn Q 


412 


6M0I(2) 


411 


43.264(3) 


316 


36.083(2) 


22 


36.088(1) 


1.161 


47.5(>3 ■ 3 


Institution N 


235 


60,319(3) 


251 


44.024(2) 


i20 


32.787(6) 


0 


0 


606 


48.1! 8 2 


Institution R 


457 


57.065 a: 


436 


40.462(5) 


327 


35.040(3) 


85 


23.964(15) 


I 305 


43.343 H 


Institution I 


66 


56,549 < 5) 


108 


37.329(15) 


101 


30.316(17) 


42 


22.341 (17> 


317 


37.440'!-' 


Institution K 


372 


55.136*6) 


296 


39.916(6) 


236 


34.484(4) 


10 


26.513(7) 


914 


44 5n: " 


Institution P 


98 


53.410(7) 


124 


38,732(10) 


96 


30.809(18) 


3 


26.833(6) 


321 


40.732:11 


The California 
State University 


7,409 


52,573i8) 


2,468 


40,752 (4) 


K491 


32,888(5) 


176 


28*324(4) 


11.544 


47.140(4) 


Institution F 


272 


52.068 (9> 


251 


38.226(14) 


185 


31.257(13) 


37 


22,966 a6) 


745 


40.791 '10 < 


Institution A 


496 


51.709(10) 


446 


39,212(7) 


312 


32.330(8/ 


34 


24.614(12) 


1.288 


4l.«^2-bJ 


Institution D 


151 


50,846(11) 


232 


38,483(12) 


104 


30.893(16) 


28 


25.851:9) 


ol5 


39.888112' 


Institution S 


306 


50,575(12) 


306 


38,546(11) 


148 


32.773(7) 


11 


24.148(13) 


771 


42.007 •7> 


Institution C 


80 


50,493(13) 


61 


38,344(13) 


84 


31.164(14) 


2 


18.750(19) 


227 


39.796(135 


Institution G 


151 


50.000(14) 


221 


39.000(9) 


171 


31.900(10) 


24 


31,400(2) 


567 


39.466 ( 1 5< 


Institution B 


89 


49,091(15) 


83 


39.171(8) 


45 


32.326(9) 


13 


24.808(11) 


230 


40.859(9) 


Institution T 


254 


48.854(16) 


300 


36.292(19) 


165 


31.603(11) 


5 


28.917(3) 


724 


39.580(14) 


Institution 0 


165 


47.428(17) 


227 


35.234(20) 


141 


30.567(19) 


2 


24.100(14) 


535 


37.723(17) 


Institution M 


121 


47.001(18) 


124 


36,865(16) 


81 


31.587(12) 


1 


25.199(10) 


327 


39.273(16) 


Institution £ 


87 


45,893(19) 


117 


36.614(17» 


91 


31.008tl5» 


15 


26.322(8) 


310 


37.074(19) 


Institution H 


i96 


45.817(20) 


144 


36.471(18) 


132 


29.1?1(20) 


42 


21.246(18) 


514 


36.903(20) 


Institution L 


33 


44.098(21) 


21 


3^^,487(21; 


31 


26.865(211 


0 


0 


85 


35.191(21? 


Comparison 
Institution Totals 


4.163 


S53.294 


4.313 


S39.431 


2.980 


S32.737 


385 


525.087 


11,841 


342.154 



Note: The data in this display for the California State LTniv^rsity reflect salary increases a'varded m January 1988. • »ctual salaries 
earned by State University faculty for the 1987-88 fiscal year are thus slightly lower than listed here, and these differences couid at 
feet the State University's ranking The rankings for several comparison institutions may also be affected by salar^ .icreases gi\. en 
at times other than the first day of the fiscal year. 

Source: California State University, Office of the Chancellor. 



relationship will be monitored to determine if the 95 
percent adjustment conti/)ues to be valid. 



Another issue unresolved in the 1986-87 salary re- 
port concerned the adjustment for law school faculty. 
The salaries paid to law faculty at the comparison 
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institutions are included in the raw data supplied to 
the American Association of University Professors 
and published in its "Annual Repose on the Econom- 
ic Status of the Profession." That report, which ir- 
cludes data also collected by the Center for Educa- 
tion Statistics of the U S. Department of Education, 
constitutes the primary source of faculty salary data 
in the United States. At present, eight of the State 
University's 20 comparison institutions operate low 
schools, and since law faculty are paid more than 
regular faculty, a deduction is made in the State 
University's parity figure to reflect the fact that it 
operates no law schools. 

In th^ 1986*87 report, the effect of law faculty sal- 
aries on those of the new list of institutions was un- 
known, so a rough estimate of 0.8 percent was de- 
ducted from the parity figure. In 1987-88, however, 
the Office of the Chancellor analyzed the data from 
the eight comparison institutions that operate law 
schools, compared them to the data from the old list, 
and determined that the true deduction should be 
only 0.2 percent. Commission staff then verified the 
accuracy of the Chancellor's staff analysis, and the 
0.2 percent deduction was reflected in the 1987-88 
parity figures. The 0.2 percent adjustment is con- 
tinued this year as is shown in Display 6 on page 12. 
Other deauctions of 0.2 percent for turnover and pro- 
motions, and 0 68 percent to reflect an additional 
appropriation for merit salary adjustments, are also 
included. The first is unchanged from last year's 
cycle, while the second is reduced from last year s es- 
timate of 0.75 percent. Complete current-year data 
were obtained for 17 institutions, with estimated 
1987-88 cost-of-'iving adjustments supplied Tor the 
remaining three. Furthermore, it should be noted 
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that because the State University faculty received 
their final salary adjustment on January 1, 1988. 
the computed average annual by rank salaries dis- 
played for 1987-88 is greater than the salaries actu- 
ally earned by the faculty for this entire year 

One of the required calculations to derive an average 
salary f.gure for each comparison institution is a 
conversion from eleven-month to nine-month facul- 
ty, since all average salaries are based on nine- 
month contracts. In its annual report on the eco- 
nomic status of the profession, the .\AU? uses a factor 
of 0.8182, a figure derived by dividing nine by elev- 
en. In some cases, however, institutions use differ- 
ent conversion factors to build their budgets, and 
these are all specified by the AAL'P in footnotes to its 
report and used to derive average salary figures. In 
many cases, especially in independent institutions, 
no published salary schedules or institutional con- 
version factors exist, since all faculty contracts are 
negotiated individually in terms of both length of 
annual service and compensation. In these cases, all 
conversions used to derive average salaries are arti- 
ficial, and the XAL ? simply applies the 0.3182 factor 
as a reasonable estimate. 

In the State University, as shown in Display 7 on 
page 13, the actual relationship between eleven- 
month and nine-month faculty is almost 87 percent, 
but for the purposes of the annual salary reports, 
and reporting to the .-VAUP, the 0.8182 figure con- 
tinues to be used for the purposes oi' assuring analy- 
tical consistency with the comparison institutions. 

With all of the adjustments discussed above, the 
State University's parity figure for 1988-89 becomes 
4.67 percent. 
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DISPLAY 6 California State University Faculty Salary Parity Calculations. 1988-89 (Comparison 

Institution Average Salaries. 1982-83 and 1987-88, Five-Year Compound Rates of Increase: 
Comparison Institution 1988-89 Projected Salaries: State University 1987-88 Average 
Salaries; 1988-89 Projected Percentage Salary Deficiency: 1987-88 Staffing Patterns/ 



Academic Ra 


nk 


Comparison Group 
Weighted by Total 
1982-83 


Average Salaries 
Faculty at Each 
Rank 1987-88 


Five- Year Comparison Group 
Percentage Rate of Projected Salaries 
Change 1988-89 






39,679 


53,294 


D.U/o 0 0D,0oo 


Associate ^rofps<w^r 




29,673 


39,431 


O.OO i X) 4 L , / 0 1 


Assistant Prnfpssnr 




23,865 


32,737 




rnstriiptfn* 




18,769 


25,087 






California State 
University 


Comparison Group Average Saiar:es 


Percentage Increase Required m CSU 
Salaries to Equal the Comparison 
Institution Average 


Academic Rank 


Average Salaries 
1987-88 


1987-88 


1988-89 


1987-88 1988-89 


Professor 


52,573 


T*^ 9QJ. 


0D,0oo 


1 37% 7.53% 


Associate Professor 


40,782 


39,431 


41,737 


-3.31% 2.34% 


Assistant Professor 


32,888 


32,737 


34,874 


-0 46% 6.04% 


Instructor 


28,324 


25,087 


26,585 


-11.43% -6.14% 


All Ranks Averages: 
Weighted by Staffing 


47,140 


47,245 


50,116 


0.22% 6.31% 


Weighted 

by Comparison 

Institution Staffing 


42,536 


42,154 


44,719 


-0.90% 5.13% 


Mean All Ranks 
Average and Gross 
Percentage Amount* 


44,838 


44,699 


47,417 


-0.31% 5.75% 


Adjustments: 










Turnover and 
Promotions 






-90 


0.20% 


Effect of Law Faculty 






-90 


0.20% 


^VlcllL rWVclIU. 

Adjustment 






'305 


0 68% 


Net Parity Salary 
and Percent 






46.933 


4.67% 


Institutional Staffing 
Patterns: 


Professor 


Associate 
Professor 


Assistant 
Professor 


Instructor Total 


California State 
University 


7,409 


2,468 


1,491 


176 11,544 


Comparison Institutions 


4,163 


4,313 


2,980 


385 11,841 



Source: Office of the Chancellor. The California State University (reproduced in Appendix F). 
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DISPLAY 7 California State University 1987-88 Salary Schedule for Nine-Month 
and Eleven-Month Regular Faculty, with Percentage Differences 



Nine Month 
Faculty by Rank 


Step I 


Step 2 


Step 3 


Step 4 


Step 5 


Professor 


«j.o one 




S4.8 204 

•p*TO «^\y*T 


^550 544 


$52 968 


Associate Professor 








■^Q QfiO 


41,368 


Assistant Professor 


Z f fDQQ 


9ft ftftJ. 




V/ 1 f\J\J\J 


33,192 


Instructor 




9fi '^Tfi 


^ f fU\J\J 


28,884 


30 252 


Eleven Month 
Faculty by Rank 


Stepl 


Step 2 


Step 3 


Step 4 


Steo 5 


Professor 


$50,544 


$52,968 


$55,548 


$58,224 


$61,044 


Associate Professor 




*Ti ,000 


43.896 


45.934 


48,204 


Assistant Professor 


0 1 ,oou 




34,740 


36,408 


38,136 


Instructor 






3 1 ,680 


33,192 


34,740 


Percentage 
Difference by Rank 


Step 1 


Siep2 


Step 3 Step 4 


Steps 


Overall 
Average 


Professor 


86.85% 


86.8l'?'o 


86.78% 86.81% 


86.77% 




Associate Professor 


86.93 


86.96 


86.88 86.90 


86 86 




Assistant Professor 


87.08 


87.02 


87.08 37.01 


87.04 




Instructor 


87.41 


87.19 


87.08 87.02 


87.08 




Average 


87.07% 


87.00^0 


86.96% 86 94% 


86 94% 


86 98% 



Source: California State University, Office of the Chancellor. 
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Conclusions 



THIS 1988-89 faculty salary report contains detailed 
data on average salaries in the comparison insti- 
tutions of the University of California and the Cali- 
fornia State University. Again, due principally to 
the introduc<'*an of electronic spreadsheets in the 
Commission's offices, the Commission has been able 
to analyze the raw data submitted by the comparison 
institutions in time for inclusion in this report, and 
to provide a detailed written analysis. That analysis 
revealed no errors in the segmental computations. 

Comparisons of the University of California and the 
California State University with their respective 
comparison groups revealed that both segments im- 
proved their competitive positions over the past five 
years - the University moving from about eighth to 
fourth position on its list of eight comparison institu- 
tions, and the State University moving from eigh- 
teenth overall to about fourth on its list of 20 insti- 
tutions. 

The Univeisity of California obtained actual 1987- 
88 data from all of its eight comparison institutions. 



The California State University collected actual da- 
ta from 17 of its 20 comparison institutions, with the 
remaining three being unable to offer current data 
for various reasons As specified in the salary met- 
hodology agreed to by State officials, estimates were 
made for the three unable to supply current informa- 
tion. 

For 1988-89, it is estimated that University of Cali- 
fornia faculty members will require an average sal- 
ary increase of 3.0 percent to bring them to the mean 
of their comparison group. The University Regents 
have requested that increase, and they have allevi- 
ated the need for the special "margin of excellence" 
by the change in the list of comparison institutions. 

A salary increase of 4.7 percent is estimated to be 
necessary to keep State University faculty at the 
mean of its list of 20 comparison institutions. The 
State University's Trustees, following a practice in- 
stituted since the implementation of collective bar- 
gaining, have not approved a faculty salary request 
for the coming year. 
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Appendix A 



Senate Concurrent Resolution No* 51, 1965 General Session, 
Relative to Academic Salaries and Welfare Benefits 

WHEREAS, The Joint Legislative Budget Committee pursuant to House Resolution 
No. 250, 1964 First Extraordinary Session, has had prepared and has adopted a report of 
the Legislative Analyst containing findings and recommendations as to salaries and the 
general economic welfare, including fringe benefits, of faculty members of the Califor- 
nia institutions of higher education; and 

WHEREAS, The study of the Joint Legislative Budget Committee found that the re- 
porting of salaries and fringe benefits as it has been made pre'> iously to the Legislature 
has been fragmentary and has lacked necessary consistency, with the result that the 
Legislature's consideration of the salary requests of the institutions of higher learning 
has been made unnecessarily difficult; and 

WHEREAS, The report recommends that the Legislature and the Governor shculd re- 
ceive each December 1 a report from the Coordinating Council for Higher Education, 
plus such supplementary information as the University of California and the California 
State Colleges desire to furnish independently, containing comprehensive and consis- 
tently reported information as outlined specifically in the report adopted by the Joint 
Legislative Budget Committee; and 

WHEREAS, The reporting recommended by the committee would include essential 
data on the size and composition of the faculty, the establishment of comprehensive 
bases for comparing and evaluating faculty salaries, the nature and cost of existing and 
desired fringe benefits, the nature and extent of total v.oi\pensation to the faculty, 
special privileges and benefits, and a description and measurement of supplementary 
income, all of which affect the welfare of the faculties and involve implications to the 
state now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate of the State of California, the Assembly thereof concurring. That 
the Coordinating Council for Higher Education in cooperation with the University of 
California and the California State Colleges shall submit annually to the Governor and 
the Legislature not later than December 1 a faculty salary and welfare benefits report 
containing the basic information recommended in the report of the Joint Legislative 
Budget Committee as filed with the President of the Senate and the Speaker of the As- 
sembly, under date of March 22, 1965. 
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Appendix B 



NOTE: The following material is reproduced from 
Chapter Two, "The Revised Methodology/' of the sec- 
ond edition of Methods for Calculating Salary and 
Fringe Benefit Cost Comparisons, 1985-86 to 1994- 
95: A Revision of the Commission's 1977 Methodolo- 
gy for Preparing Its Annual Reports and Faculty and 
Administrative Salaries and Fringe Benefit Costs. 
Commission Report 85-11. Sacramento* California 
Postsecondary Education Commission, March 1985 
pp. 7-16 (second edition issued February 1988) 



The following procedures will be employed by the 
California Postsecondary Education Commission to 
develop its annual report on faculty salaries and 
fringe benefits in California public higher education 



L Number and timing of reports 

One report will be prepared by the Commission each 
year. That report will cokitain current-year data 
from both the University of California's and the Cal- 
ifornia State University's comparison institutions, 
such data to be submitted by the segments to the 
Commission, the Department of Finance, and the 
Legislative Analyst not later than December 5 each 
year. The segmental submissions are to include to- 
tal nine and eleven-month expenditures, and the 
number of faculty, at each rank specified in Section 
4 of this document for each comparison institution. 
Comparison institutions should be identified only by 
letter code. Commission staff shall verify the *^.ccu- 
racy of the segmental calculations and report the 
results of its analysis to the Department of Finance 
and the Office of the Legislative Analyst on Decem- 
ber 5, or the first working day following December 5 
if the latter falls on a weekend. The Commission 
shall submit a report on the subject to the Depart- 
ment of Finance and the Joint Legislative Budget 
Committee not later than February 15. 



2, Principle of parity 

The report will indicate needed percentage increases 
(or decreases) for the forthcoming fiscal year in sala- 
ries and fringe benefit costs for University of Cali- 
fornia and California State University faculty to 
achieve and maintain parity with comparison insti- 
tution faculty at the ranks of professor, associate 
professor, assistant professor, and (at the State Uni- 
versity only) instructor. Parity is defined as the 
mean of all salaries paid by the comparison institu- 
tions as a whole at each rank. A separate list of com- 
parison institutions will be used by each of the four- 
year California segments of higher education. 



3« Comparison institutions 

University of California 

Comparison institutions for the University of Cali- 
fornia, with independent institutions asterisked (*), 
will be the following- 
Harvard University* 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology* 
Stanford University* 
State University of New York at Buffalo 
University of Illinois, Urbana 
University of Michisjan. Ann Arbor 
Upiveisity of Virginia 
Yale University* 

I On February 8, 1988, the Commission voted to re- 
place Cornell University "nd the University of Wis- 
consin-Madison with MIT and the University of Vir- 
ginia, respectively.) 

The California State University 

Comparison institutions for the California State 
University will be the following for the years 1987- 
88 through 1996-97. 

Northeast 

Bucknell University* 
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Rutgers the State University of New Jersey, Newark 
State University of New York, Albany 
Tufls University* 
University of Bridgeport* 

South 

Georgia State University 
North Carolina State University 
University of Maryland, Baltimore County 
Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University 

North Central 

Cleveland State University 
Loyola University, Chicago* 
Mankato State University 
Wayne State University 
University of Wisconsin, Milwaukee 

West 

Arizona State University 
Reed College* 

University of Colorado, Denver 
University of Nevada, Reno 
University of Southern California* 
University of Texas, Arlington 

* Independent Institution 



4. Faculty to be included and excluded 

University of California 

Faculty to be i. luded in the comparisons are those 
at the ranks of professor, associate professor, and as- 
sistant professor (the University does not use the 
rank of instructor) employed on nine and eleven- 
month (prorated) appointments, with the exception 
of faculty in law, the health sciences, summer ses- 
sions, extension programs, and laboratory schools, to 
the extent that these faculty are covered by salary 
scales or schedules other than those of the regular 
faculty. Faculty on the special salary ^hedules for 
engineering, computer science, and business admin- 
istration will be included with the regular faculty. 

Faculty members to be included are those assigned 
to instruction (regardless of their as3ignments for 
research and other University purposes), depart- 
ment chairmen (if not on an adminisiralive salary 
schedule), and faculty on salaried sabbatical leave. 

The number of University faculty will be reported on 
afull-time-e ^uivalent basis. 
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The California State University 

Faculty to be included in the comparisons are those 
with full-time appointments at the ranks of profes- 
sor, associate professor, assistant professor, and in- 
structor, employed on nine and eleven-month (pro- 
rated) appointments, department chairmen, and fac- 
ulty on salaried sabbatical or special leave. Faculty 
teaching seminar sessions or extension will be 
excluded. 

Funds appropriated for "outstanding professor 
awards" will be included in the State University's 
mean salaries. 

The number of State University and comparison in- 
stitution faculty will be reported on a headcount ba- 
sis. 



5. Computation of comparison 
institution mean salaries 

As indicated below, the University and the State 
University use different methods to compute mean 
salaries in their respective groups of comparison in- 
stitutions. The Commission will provide a detailed 
explanation of these differences in its annual report. 

University of California 

For the University's comparison group, the mean 
salary at each rank will be obtained for each com- 
parison institution. The mean salary at each rank 
for the comparison group as a whole will then be cal- 
culated by adding the mean salaries at the eight 
comparison institutions and dividing by eight. 

The California State University 

For the State University's comparison group, the 
total actual salary dollars paid at each rank for the 
group as a whole will be divided by the number of 
faculty within the rank at all 20 institutions to de- 
rive- tlie mean salary for each rank 



6. Five-year compound rate 
of salary growth 

In order to compute the estimated salaries to be paid 




by the comparison institutions in the budget year, a 
five-year compound rate of change in salaries will be 
computed using actual salary data for the current 
year and the fiflh preceding year- 

Each segment will compute the mean salary, by 
rank, for their respective comparison groups as spec- 
ified in Section 5 above. Each will then calculate the 
annual compound rate of growth at each rank 
between the current year and the fifth year preced- 
ing the current year. These rates of change will then 
be used to project mean salaries for that rank for* 
ward one year to the budget year. 

In the event that neither current-year staffing nor 
mean salary data can be obtained from a comparison 
institution in a timely manner, the staffing pattern 
and salary expenditure data from the prior year will 
be used with the expenditures at each rank being in- 
cremented by 95 percent of the anticipated current- 
year salary increase. If current-year staffing data 
are available, but not current-year salary expendi- 
ture data, the staffing data will be used with the 
prior-year expenditures at each rank being incre- 
mented by 100 percent of the anticipated current- 
year salary increase. 

When a comparison institution does not supply both 
its current-yefiu- staffing and salary expenditure da- 
ta, and when that institution does not anticipate a 
general faculty salary increase in the current year, 
the prior-year staffing and expenditure data will be 
assumed to remain unchanged for the current yean 

When current year staffing and salary expenditure 
data are available, but do not reflect the full extent 
of planned salary adjustments (e.g., reported data do 
not include a specified percentage to be granted after 
July 1 of a given fiscal year), the salary expenditures 
at each rank will be adjusted to reflect the full extent 
of the planned adjustment 

When complete staffing and expenditure data are 
available for neither the current nor prior years, the 
most recent year for which complete data are avail- 
able will be used. In such a case, expenditures at 
each rank will be incremented by 95 percent of the 
anticipated salary expenditures increase for each 
year in which complete data are unavailable. 

If the University of California or the California 
State University are unable to obtain complete cur- 
rent-year staffing and salary expenditure data from 
all of their respective comparison institutions by De- 
cember 5 of any year, a supplemental report will be 



filed with the Commission, the Department of Fi- 
nance, and the Office of the Legislative Analyst as 
soon as the data become available, but not later than 
April 1 of the subsequent calendar year, such update 
to include all additional data received since Decem- 
ber 5, If the comparison institution data remain in- 
complete as of the April 1 date, a final report will be 
filed on June 30, or at such earlier time as tb'e Uni- 
versity or the State University are able to supply 
complete data. 



7. Fringe benefits 

On June 30, 1989, and every fourth year thereafter, 
the University of California and the California State 
University shall submit reports on faculty fringe 
benefits for the preceding fiscal year, such reports to 
include the following information for their own sys- 
tem and for each comparison institution: 

a. The mean employer and employee contribution 
for retirement programs; health insurance pro- 
grams (including medical, dental, vision and any 
other medical coverage); Social Security; and life, 
unemployment, workers' compensation, and dis- 
ability insurance; 

b. The mean contribution needed to fund the "nor- 
mal costs" of the retirement systems; and 

c. Any further information available, in addition to 
the cost data, on actual benefits received. 



8. All-ranks average salaries 

All-ranks mean salaries will be calculated for each 
segment in the current year, and the comparison 
institutions' mean salaries in the current and bud- 
get years, by using the following procedures. 

University of California 

Both the University's and its comparison institu- 
tions' mean salaries at each rank will be weighted 
by the University's projected budget-year staffi.ng 
pattern. The all-ranks mean salaries produced 
thereby will be compared and percentage differen- 
tials computed for both the current and budget 
years. The percentage differential between the Uni- 
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versity*s current year all-ranks mean salary and the 
comparison group's projected budget year all-ranks 
^ >an salary will constitute the percentage amount 
^ which University salaries will have to be in- 
creased (or decreased) to achieve parity with the 
comparison group in the budg c year. 

The California State University 

Both the State University's and its comparison in- 
stitutions' current-year staffing petterns will be em- 
ployed. The rank-by-rank mean salaries will be 
separately weighted by the respective staffing pat- 
terns for both the current and budget years so thac 
two sets of all-ranks mean salaries will be derived. 
The two all-ranks mean salaries for the State Uni- 
versity in the current year (the first weighted by the 
State University's stafling pattern and the second by 
the comparison group's stafling pattern) will be add- 
ed together and divided by two to produce the overall 
mean. Similarly, the current and budget-year all- 
ranks mean salaries for the comparison institutions 
will be added and divided by two to produce overall 
means for both the current and budget years. The 
State University's current-year all-ranks mean sal- 
ary will then be compared to the current and budget- 
year comparison institution all-rirnks mean salary 
to produce both current and budget-year parity per- 
centages. The percentage difi^erential between the 
State University's current-year all-ranks mean sal- 
ary and the comparison group's projected budget- 
yecr all-ranks mean salary will constitute the 
"Gross Percentage Amount" by which State Univer- 
sity salaries will need to be increased or decreased to 
achieve parity with the comparison group in the 
jjbudget year. 

The "Gross Percentage Amount" will be reduced by 
applying three adjustments: 

• First, two-tenths of one percent (0,2 percent) will 
be deducted to account for the effect of turnover 
and promotions in the budget year. 

• Second, an additional two-tenths of one percent 
(0,2 percent) will be deducted to account for the ef- 
fect of higher paid law-school faculty in eight of 
the State University's comparison institutions. 

• Third, an additional percentage amount, to ac- 
count for the effect of unallocated merit salary 



awards, shall be deducted when applicable. The 
amount to be deducted shall be mutually agreed 
to by Commission staff and the Chancellor's Of- 
fice of the State University. 



9. Administrative, medical, 

and community college salairies 

Administrative salaries 

In its annual faculty salary report, the Commission 
will report the salaries paid to selected central-office 
and campus-based administrators at the University 
and the State University, The Commission shall al- 
so include data on com.parable campus-based posi- 
tions from both the University's and the State Uni- 
versity's respective comparison institutions. The 
University and State University will use the same 
group of comparison institutions as for their faculty 
surveys. 

The campus-based administrative positions to be 
surveyed shall include those listed in Display 1: 

In addition to these campus-based positions for 
which the national survey shall be conducted, the 
University and the State University shall also re- 
port the salaries paid to all central office personnel 
with the position titles listed in Display 2, 

Medical faculty salaries 

The Commission will include data on comparative 
salaries and compensation plans for the University 
of California and a select group of comparison insti- 
tutions on a biennial basis commencing with the 
1985-86 academic year. Comparison institutions to 
be surveyed will be Stanford University, the Univer- 
sity of Chicago, the University of Illinois, the Uni- 
versity of Michigan, the University of North Caro- 
lina, the University of Texas at Houston, the Uni- 
versity of Wisconsin, and Yale University. Disci- 
plines to be surveyed will be internal medicine, pedi- 
atrics, and surgery, which, taken together, will be 
considered representative of the medical profession 
as a whole. 

Community college faculty salaries 

In its annual report on faculty salaries, the Commis- 
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DISPLAY 1 Campus-Based Administrative Positions for Which Current-Year Salaries at the University of 
California, the California State University, and Their Respective K^omparison Institutions Are 
to Be Reported in the Commission's Annual Administrators* Salary Survey 





UnivertitY of California 




The California Stat« University 


1. 


Chief Executive Ofiicer/Single Institution 


L 


Chief Executive Officer/Single Institution 


2, 


Chief Academic Officer 


2, 


Chief Academic Officer 


3. 


Chief Business Officer 


3. 


Chief Business Officer 


4. 


Director of Personnel/Human Resources 


4. 


Director of Personnel/Human Resources 


5. 


Chief Budget Officer 


5, 


Chief Budget Officer 


6. 


Director of Library Services 


6, 


Director of Library Services 


7. 


Director of Computer Services 


7, 


Director of Computer Services 


8. 


Director of Physical Plant 


8, 


Director of Physical Plant 


9. 


Director of Campus Security 


9, 


Director of Caopus Security 


10. 


Director of Information Systems 


10, 


Director of Institutional Research 


u. 


Director of Student Financial Aid 


11. 


Director of Student Financial Aid 


12. 


Director of Athletics 


12, 


Director of Athletics 


13. 


Dean of Agriculture 


13, 


Dean of Agriculture 


14, 


Dean of Arts and Sciences 


14, 


Dean of Arts and Sciences 


15. 


Dean of Business 


15, 


Dean of Business 


16. 


Dean of Education 


16, 


Dean of Education 


17, 


Dean of Engineering 


17, 


Dean of Engineering 


18, 


Dean of the Graduate Division 


18, 


Dean of the Graduate Division 



DISPLAY 2 Central-Office Administrative Positions for Which Current-Year Salaries Are to Be Reported 
in the Commissions Annual Administrators' Salary Survey 





University of California 




The California State University 


I. 


President 


1, 


Chancellor 


2, 


Senior Vice President 


2, 


Provost-Vice Chancellor or Executive Vice Chancellor 


3, 


Vice President 


3, 


Deputy Provost 


4, 


Associate Vice President 


4, 


Vice Chancellor 


5, 


Assistant Vice President 


5, 


Associate Vice Chancellor 


6. 


General Counsel of the Regents 


6, 


Assistant Vice Chancellor 


7, 


Deputy General Counsel of the Regents 


7, 


General Counsel 


8, 


Treasurer of the Regents 


8, 


Associate General Counsel 


9, 


Associate Treasurer of the Regents 


9, 


Director of Governmental Affairs 


10, 


Secretary of the Regents 


10, 


Auditor 


11. 


Director of State Governmental Relations 






12. 


Auditor 
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sion shall include such comments as it considei s ap- 
propriate to satisfy the recommendation of the Leg- 
islative Analyst contained in the Analysis of the 
Budget Bill, 1979-80. Comments shall be directed 
to, but need not be limited by, the contents of the An- 
nual Report on Staffing and Salaries of the Commu- 
nity Colleges' Chancellery. 



10. Supplementary information 

Supplementary information shall be supplied annu- 
ally by both the University of California and the 
California State University. The University of Cal- 
ifornia shall continue to submit its ''Annual Aca- 
demic Personnel Statistical Report." The California 
State University shall submit a report to the Com- 
mission on faculty demographics, promotions and 
separations, odgins and destinations, and related 
data. Both the University and the State University 
will submit their supplemental reports not later 
than April 1. 



IL Criteria for the selection 
of comparison institutions 

University of California 

The following four criteria will be used to select com- 
parison institutions for the University: 

1. Each institution should be an eminent major uni- 
versity offering a broad spectrum of undergradu- 
ate, graduate (Master's and PhD), and profession- 
al instruction, and with a faculty responsible for 
research as well as teaching. 

2. Each institution should be one with which the 
University is in significant and continuing com- 
petition in the recruitment and retention of fac- 
ulty. 

3. Each institution should be one from which it is 
possible to collect salary and benefit cost data on a 
timely, voluntary, and regular basis. (Not all in- 
stitutions are willing to provide their salary and 
benefit cost data, especially in the detail required 
for comparison purposes.) 



4. The comparison group should be composed of both 
public and private institutions. 

In selecting these institutions, stability over time 
in the composition of the comparison ^roup is im- 
portant to enable the development of faculty sal- 
ary market perspective, time-series analysis, and 
the contacts necessary for gathering required da- 
ta. 

The California State University 

The following five criteria will be used to select com- 
parison institutions for the California Staie Univer- 
sity. 

1. General comparability of institutions: Compari- 
son institutions should reflect the mission, func- 
tions, purposes, objectives, and institutional di- 
versity of the California State University system. 
Faculty expectations at the comparison institu- 
tions, in terms of pay, benefits, workload, and pro- 
fessional responsibilities, should be relatively 
similar to those prevailing at the California State 
University. To those ends. State University com- 
parison institutions should include those that of- 
fer a wide variety of programs at both the under- 
graduate and graduate levels but that grant very 
few if any doctoral degrees. Specifically, the 20 
institutions that awarded the largest number of 
doctoral degrees during the ten-year period be- 
tween 1973-74 and 1983-84 should be excluded. 
The list should include both large and small, and 
urban and rural institutions from each of the four 
major regions of the country (Northeast, North 
Central, South, and West). Approximately one- 
fourth to one-third of the institutions on the list 
shouH be private or independent colleges and uni- 
versities, and none of these institutions should be 
staffed predominantly with religious faculty. 

2. Economic comparability of institutional location: 
The comparison group, taken as a whole, should 
reflect a general comparability in living costs and 
economic welfare to conditions prevailing in Cal- 
ifornia. Consequently, institutions located in 
very high cost areas, such as New York City, or in 
severely economically depressed areas, should not 
be included on the list. In order to ensure a con- 
tinuing economic comparability between Califor- 
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nia and those regions in which comparison insti- 
tutions are located, the Commission will periodi- 
cally review such economic indicators as it consid- 
ers appropriate and include the results of its sur- 
veys in its annual report on faculty salaries and 
fringe benefit costs. 

3. Availability of data: Each institution should be 
one from which it is possible to collect salary and 
benefit cost data on a timely, voluntary, and reg- 
ular basis. (Not all institutions are willing to pro- 
vide their salary and benefit cost data, especially 



in the detail required for comparison purposes.) 

4. Fringe benefits: The comparison institutions 
should provide fringe benefits, including a retire- 
ment program that vests in the faculty member 
within five years. 

5, University of California comparison institutions: 
The California State University's comparison 
group should not include any institution used by 
the University of California for its comparison 
group. 
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House Resolution No. 250, 1964 First Extraordinary Session* 
Relative to the Economic Welfare of the Faculties 
of the California Public institutions of Higher Education 



WHEREAS, The Master Plan for Public Higher Education strongly recommended that 
every effort be made to ensure that the institutions of higher education in California 
maintain or improve their position in the intense competition for tho highest quality of 
faculty members; and 

WHEREAS, The Coordinating Council for Higher Education in its annual report to the 
Governor and the Legislature regarding level of support for the California State 
Colleges and the University of California recommended that funds should be provided to 
permit at least an additional 5 percent increase in academic salaries for the California 
State Colleges and the University of California, and 

WHEREAS, The Trustees of the California State Colleges in their annual report to the 
Legislature declared that the California State Colleges are falling far behind in the face 
of this competition and that by 1964-35 faculty salaries will be lagging 14 to 18 percent 
behind those of comparable institutions; and 

WHEREAS, Greatly increasing enrollments in institutions of higher education in 
California during the next decade will cause a demand for qualified faculty members 
which cannot possibly be met unless such institutions have a recruitment climate whicii 
will compare favorably with other colleges, universities, and business institutions, 
industry, and other levels of government; and 

WHEREAS, California has achieved an enviable momentum in business and industrial 
development, a momentum now threatened by lagging faculty salaries so that failure to 
maintain adequate salary scales for faculty members in California institutions of higher 
education would be false economy; and 

WHEREAS, There have been widespread reports from the State College and University 
campuses that higher salaries elsewhere are attracting some of the best faculty 
members from the California institutions of higher education, and if such academic 
emigration gains momentum because of inadequate salaries, the effect will disrupt the 
educational processes and result in slower economic growth, followed by lower tax 
revenues; and 

WHEREAS, The Legislature has a continuing interest in the difficult and pressing 
problems faced b, the California institutions of higher education in attracting and 
maintaining outstanding faculty members in a period of stiff competition and rapid 
growth; and 

WHEREAS, The Legislature has a continuing interest in the difficult and pressing 
problems faced by the California institutions of higher education in attracting and 
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maintaining outstanding faculty members in a period of stiff competition and rapid 
growth; and 

WHEREAS, The State's investment in superior teaching talent has been reflected in 
California's phenomenal economic growth and has shown California taxpayers to be the 
wisest of public investors, but unless the superiority in faculty quality is maintained, 
the contributions by the California institutions of higher education to the continued 
economic and cultural development cf California may be seriously threatened; now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved by Assembly of the State of California, That the Assembly Committee on Rules 
is directed to request the Joint Legislative Budget Committee to study the subject of 
salaries and the general economic welfare, including fringe benefits, of faculty members 
of the California institutions of higher education, and ways and means of improving 
such salaries and benefits in order that such California institutions of higher education 
may be able to compete for the talent necessary to provide the highest quality of 
education, and to request such committee to report its findings and recommendations to 
the Legislature not later than the fifth legislative day of the 1965 Regular Session. 
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A RKOMMENDS) METHOD FOR REPORTING TO THE LEGISLATURE 
ON FACULTY SALARIES AND OTHER BENErTTS 
AT THE UNIVERSITY OF CAUFORNIA AND 
THE CALIFORNIA STATE COLLEGES 



(Pursuant to HR 250, 1964 First Extroordinory Session) 



Pnpand by thm 

QfHc* ai the Ltgisiotive Andyst 
Stats or Caitfomia 

January 4, 7965 
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INTROOUCnON 

Tlxe pttrpose of tiiis staf report is to recooiziead a 
method tor reportiii? :o xht Legisiacore on salaries, 
rrisge benents azid other special economic benents for 
faculties o£ the UniTersir7 of Calif orsiia axxd the Cali- 
foraia Stase Colleges. This report has been prepared 
br the Joiiic Le^latr^e Budget Comsuttee in re- 
sponse xo House Eesoiution 250 (1964 First Extraor- 
dinar7 Session, Appendiz 1)^ Tcoich resolTed: 

'^That the Assembly Ccmmittee on Hnles is di- 
rected to request the Joint LegisUnre Budget Com* 
mittee to study the subieet of salaria and the gen- 
eral economic welfare, including fringe benents, or 
lacTZltr members of the California institutions of 
higiier edneanon. and ways and means of improving 
such salaries and benents in or^.^ that such Cali- 
fornia institntions of higher education may be able 
to compete for the talent necessary to provide the 
highest quality of educadout and to request such 
committee to report its findings and recommenda- 
tions to the Legislature not later than the ffth 
legislative day of the 1965 Rj^gnla*^ Session.'' 

Stail of the Joint Legislative Budget Committee 
initiated its study by seeking information which would 
reject the magnitude of California's long*range and 
rnameniate problems regarding the need to recruix and 
retain an adequate number of high qualitj facuitr. 
While reviewing past reports presented to ±e Legis- 
lature as justif cation for salarv increase recommen* 
dations by the Coordinating Council for Higher Hdu- 
cation^ the XTniversitj of California and the California 
State Collegtt, it became apparent that the Srst step 
in trying to improve faculty salaries and other bene- 
Sts is to fnmish the Legislature with comprehensive 
and consistent data which identify the nature and 
level of compedtxve benents. The costs associated with 
recommendations^ rated according to prior:t7, should 
be included in proposals by the segments in order to 
aid tiie Legislature m determining how much to ap- 
propriate and the benents wiiich an appropriation 
will buy 

There has existed in the past a diSerence between 
what the isxstitutions have recommended as the need 
for salarv and benetit increases and what has nnally 
been appropriated by the Legislature. There ai^ two 
principal reesons for this difference which at times 
mav be doselv related; (1) The Legislature may dis- 
agree with what is proposed as :o need, or (2) were 
mav zxot be enough funds to meet the need because of 
higher priorities in other areas of ue budget. 

These needs are verv complex and, for example* 
include such factors as : 

L Disagreement with concinsions drawn from data 
subnuned in juscncation of recommendations; 

1 Lack of conndence in the quantity, qualitv, or 
type of data; 



3, The failure of advocates :o make points which 
are concise and oieariv tuiderstandable ; 

-L The submission of convicting data by legislative 
sta£ or the Department of Finance. 

Artsr careful consideration, it was determined ±a: 
a special repon should be made to the Budget Com- 
mittee eontaiziing recommendations as :o the kind ox 
data Che Legislature should be furnished for the pur- 
pose of considering salary and ocher benent increases. 

On August 5, 1964 a letter (Appendi^f 2) was sent 
from the Legislative Analyst to the Coordinating 
Coxmcil for Higher Education, the University of Cali- 
fornia, die California State Colleges, the Department 
of Finance and various faculty organisations inform- 
ing them that the Joint Legislative Budget Committee 
was planning to hold a public hearing in connection 
with HE 250 and asking for replies to a series of 
questions designed to gather background information 
about salary and fringe benefits data (Appendix 3« 
Copies of Replies Beceived)« The primary purpose of 
the hearing was to provide the Universi^ of Califor- 
nia, the California State Colleges and interested 
groups the opportunity to indicate the basis on which 
salary and ^inge benents should be reported to the 
Legislature, including the kind of data :o be com- 
piled and who should compile and publish it (Appen- 
dix -L Copies of Prepared Testimony Filed with the 
Joint Legislative Budget Committee at the October 
13, 1964 H eari n g ). The contents of most of zhe pre- 
pared statements discussed problems and in some 
instances recommendations relating to faculty salaries 
and other benents rather than the primary purpose 
of the hearing, but the testimony did serve to identify 
areas of concern. The hearing also established legis- 
lative interest in the subjects of faculty workload and 
sources of supplementary income. 

The review of past faculty salary reports, the re- 
plies to the Legislative Analyst's letter of August 3, 
1964. the oral and prepared statements received at the 
October 13, 1964 hearing of the Joint Legislative 
Budget Comminee and other sotirces have revealed 
sigsincant nndings and permitted the development of 
recommendations concerning the type of iniorziaxion 
and method of presentation that should be included 
in future faculty salary reports prepared :or the 
Legislature. 

BACKGROUND 

Current procedures for review of facuitr ^aLiry 
and other benef^t increase proposals, starting with :he 
presentation of recommendations by state colleges and 
University of California administrticive o£c:ais to 
their respective governing boards, appear generally 
CO be adequate, with minor reservations. The Scate 
College Trustees and :he Eegents of the University 
of California generally formulate their own proposals 
in December and forward uiem :o :he State Depart- 
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meat oi Fisaace for bni?et consideratioa. Concor- 
«ati7 tie Coordinating Council ior Signer Sducation 
ai:so sakes a report mtn reeomaendations xhicn is 
gade aTailabU to the Stace Departznenc ?^.nance. 
T!ie GoTemor and cht Department oi ?inance con- 
fer :aue salarr increase proposals in reiacion to die 
availabilxc7 oi fnnds and tiieir otra analysis oc facoitr 
^aiar? needs and decide ao^ tnacii oi an increase, ii 
any, co incindij in tie Governor 's Budget. Tie Lagis- 
lassre .ioalyst in che .Inaiym of :h€ Budget 3Sl pro* 
ndes aoalTsis and recommendations as :o the Gover- 
nor's budget proposaL 

^en appropriate legislative conunittees hear :he 
budget request for faculty salary increases chey may 
be eonsronced ^th several recommendations from 
various sources. Their irst responsibility is co con« 
iider the Governor s recommendations in the Budget 
BilL Eoxvever, the Cniversiry and the California 
State Colleges generally request the oppomxnity to 
present dieir own recommendatioju* which frequently 
di2er ironi the Goveriior's proposaL Also, the Co* 
ordixutmg Council for Higher Educatioii presents its 
recommeidations. Tarioua faculty organizations say 
desire co make independent proposals. The Legislature 
has been cooperative in providizig all interested parties 
the opporrmxity to present dxeir views, but these 
presentations have beea oiarked by ertreme variations 
in recommendations and in the data which support 
die requests. 

WHO SHOULS PRSPAAS FACJITT 
SAUAY UTORTS 

There appears to be some daSerencs oi opinion 
concerning* the purpose oi faculty salary reports and 
recommendations prepared by die Coordinating Coun- 
cil ior Higher Hducstion. The University oi California 
and die Calif omia State Colleges contend dias diey 
ih on id 2iake direct recommendations to tiie Governor 
and the Legislature and tiiat Coordinating Council 
recommendations should be regarded as independent 
comments. Conversely, the Department of Finance 
and tiie Coordinating Council for Higher Education 
believe that saiary reports and recommendatians of 
the Coordinating Council should be the primary re* 
port submitted to die Department of Finance and the 
Governor to consider in preparing budget recommen<- 
datiozu. The Department of Finance states tiiat such 
a report should be regarded as «^t?aT> ijx status to the 
aT^^ttui salary report relating to civil service salaries 
prepared by die Stats Personnel Board ior :he *lov- 
^mor and the Legislature. It is our opinion :hat the 
Lisgisiarure should ^i*^ specinc and primary consid- 
eration to the recommendations in :he Governor's 
Budget and :o ±e ^vvrni\ facnity salary report of 
the Coordinating Council ior Highe/ ZducatiozL How* 
ever, any separate recommendations of the Cniverairy 
ot California and the California State Colleges should 
also be considered. 



WHAT FACULTY SAURY HSPORTS SHOULD 
CONTAIN 

^e do not believe chat reporting required of ue 
tJaiversiiy, the Caiiiomia Scaca Colleges, and the 
Coordinating Council ior Higher Education should 
limit the nghc of these agencies to emphasize specinc 
points in supporting their own recommendations. 
However, the Legislature should take steps to astab- 
lish a eonsiscent basis upon which it will receive com- 
prehensive information about faculty salaries, other 
benefits, and related, subjeccs from year to year. Aiter 
careful consideration of the statistical and other 
grounds presented in support, of saiary and other 
benedt increase proposals in ciie past, we recommend 
that basic data be included in faculty salary reports 
to the Legislature in a consistent iorm in *Jie follow* 
ing areas: 

A. Faculty Data 

B. Salary Data 

C. Fringe Benents 

D. Total Compensation 

£L Special Privileges and Benents 
F. Supplementary Income ' 

Since it is necessary for staff oi the ezecntive and 
legislative branches of government to analyse recom- 
mendations prior to the commencement of a legislative 
session, all reports and recommendations should be 
completed by December 1 of each year. 

X Faculty 0am 
L Findings 

a. Inf ormatiT» data about the size, composition, 
retention, and recruitment of California 
State College iacnlty has been presented to 
die Legislature from ome to time, but usu- 
aily it has been so selective that it lacia 
objectivity and has been inconsistent from 
year to year, 

b. Superior iacaity performance has zat been 
demonstrated as a reason to justify past re* 
quests ior superior salaries. 

2. Recommendations 

The ioilowing data should be compiled and pre* 
sented annually on a consistent basis, Dennx- 
cions oi 'vhat constitutes iaculty are left to the 
discretion of the Ijaiversity and the state col- 
leges but should be eieariy denned in any report. 
Additional data may be included in any given 
year to emphasise rpeciai problems, but aach 
data sLjuid supplement zoz replace '.he basic 
information recommended beiovr. Graphs should 
be osed Then practical, accompanied by sup- 
porting tables in an appendix Recommended 
faculty 'ata includes: 
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a. The nimber of facultr, by rank and the ia- 
crease over the previous five years to reflect 
isscittcdooai gruMth. 

b. C ur re nt faeuitr composition expressed in 
Bxesaingful texsnSt including but not uizuted 
to the percentage of the faculty who have 
PhD's, 

c« Student*faeulty ratios as a means of express* 
in; pcrfonnanrf 

d. Dau relating to all new iull«time faculty for 
the cnrrest academic year including the num« 
bcr hired, source of employment, their rank 
and highest degree held. Esisting Tseaneies 
should also be noted. Pertinent historical 
trends in these data should be anal>2ed. 

do not beiiere that subjective and incomplete 
data estimating reasons for turning doTvn 
offers^ such as has been presented in the past, 
serves any useful purpose. 

e. Faeuhy mrno f er rates comparing the num* 
ber of separations to total faculty according 
to tie following suggested categories; deaxli 
or retirement, to research or graduate work, 
intra^institstional transfers, other college or 
Unive rsi ty teachings business and ^em* 
mest, other. 

3. Cocnnents 

The first three recommendations a^ove xrt de* 
signed to reflect faculty size, composition, rsxe 
of growth, and workload. The inclusion of con* 
sistent data from year to rtss will facilitate 
trend analysis as it relates to the institutions 
isTolved and, when possrole;.to comparable in* 
trrMtion^. The purpose of including data on 
new faculty and faculty turnover is to provide 
a quantitative base for discussions of problems 
relating to faculty recruitment and retention. It 
may also be beneflcial to include some basic 
statistics about the available supply of faculty 
to see what proportion of the market, new PhD 
for example, California instirutions hire fvery 
year. 

B. Soiory Ooto 
L Findings 

a. The University for several years has es- 
changed salary d&ta to pronde a consistent 
comparison with a special group of Sve em- 
inent'' universities, as well as with a jroup 
of nine public universities. Conversely, whe 
California State Colleges hare not yet estab* 
Ushed a lis: of comparable institutiozis which 
is acceptable to them. 

b. Both the University of California and che 
Coordinating Council for Higher Education 
tt^ai^ r^tyt that Salary comparisons to appro* 
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priaie institutions is the best singk method 
of determining salary needs. 

c. The Univ^ity of California places less sig* 
nificance on salary comparisons with non* 
academic employment than the Coordinating 
Council on Higher Education and the Cali- 
fornia State Colleges. 

d. Salary increases have been proposed on the 
basis of diSerentiais between total comp-msa- 
tion (salaries plus fringe beneflts) in com* 
parable institutions. 

e. Both the University and the California State 
Colleges have tended to relate the size of 
proposed salary increases to how much of an 
increase would be necessary to return to a 
specific competitive position which existed in 
1937-^5 and which was unusually advan* 
tageous. 

f. Salary comparisons have frequently been 
made' to various levels of teachiug includizig 
elementary, high school, «id junior college 
salaries. 

g. ilcthoAj of salary -comparisons with other 
institutions have varied from year to y«ar in 
reports prepared by the state colleges, 

2. Hecommendations 

a, ^e recommend that proposed faculty salary 
increases distinguish between: (1) increases 
necessary to tt*^^^^'" the current competi* 
rive portion and (2) increases to improve 
the curren t ccjipetitive position. 

(1) Proposed increases to maintain the exist* 
ing ccmpetitive position should be equiv* 
aient to a projection of the average 
salary relationship between the Univer- 
sity, or state colleges* and comparable 
institutions during the current nscal 
year to the next fiscal year, recom- 
mend that this projection be based on a 
projection of actual salary increases by 
rank in comparable institutions during 
the past five years, permitting statistical 
adjustments for unusual circumstances. 
Tims the proposed increase to maintain 
the ^Ti*ri'^? competitive position would, 
in enect. be equal to the average of an- 
nual salary Increases in comparable 
institutions during the past five years, Jl 
record of the accuracy o* projections 
should be maintained in an appendix. 
'Z) Hecommendations to improve the z^* 
rent competitive positions should be 7^• 
lated :o the additional advantaces :o be 
derived. 

b. It is also recommended :h2.t :he Caiifcmia 
State CoUege Trustee select a list of com* 
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par&bie mstitstioQa ^thixL tht aex: ^uui 
chat agr«<mtac3 be aegonated :a exchange 
salarr dzu in a zcrsi wgica ^ facilitacft 
comparisons. i» list oi tiie criteria oaed to 
3«l«cc comparable inadtntions. plos charac- 
teriscies oi die isstinxtioxu selected, saouid 
be inciuded in aess gear's report, 
c. Specific proposals for saiarr increases siiould 
be accompaiiitd bj oomparisoos oi curreot 
salary amooms ud hiscozic crssds 10 com- 
parable issctutioas. The foilowisg general 
prmoiples are (.^nsidered co be ijnponaac: 

(1) SaUtt data siioold be separated from 
fringe btnedt and* special benedt data 
for purposes of reporting salarr com* 
pansonSc 

(2) ^ consistext form siioold be used from 
▼ear to Tear to present salarj data. Jl 
suggested form might be to i}lastr:te a 
fire-Tear biscorie trend in aTerage sal« 
axies by osing a line graph for each 
ranic Jua altemacire might be a table 
trhich simply shorn ^rhere California 
ranked among comparable maticntiocis 
dnrrng the past &re Tears. 

The cnrrent salary position might best 
be Qlnstrated by shoeing a list of aver^ 
age saiaxies of the California institntiocis 
and tixe other comparable instimcions 
from the higbwit to tiie lowest a-rerage, 
by rank, for the last actnal and cnrrent 
Tears. This will shotr ±e reiatire post* 
don of dlie California institntion for ;he 
last actnal and eorrent 7^m^ as weil as 
the range of anrages. Frequency -iistri- 
butions of iacuity by rank or professor 
should be incorporated in an appendix 
and any significant Umitationa in the 
use of aTerages bercreen those parncuiar 
instinxtions in a grren T^ar siiould be 
noted. For examplet an unusual propor- 
tion oi faculty in die high ranks or the 
low raaics would a2eet the comparability 
oi tile arithmetio means. 

(3) Special data to illustrate a parricuiar 
problem in any p r en T9» would be 
appropriate as long oa it supplements, 
rather tiian replaces, basic salary data. 

P.nallyt it is recommended that salary data 
be reported in a form by rank which oompen* 
sacM for diucreaces in faculty distributions* 

O Fnn^e 3eiieii(5 

L Finding 

a. The dednition of fringe benedts generally 
includes benedts available :o ail iacuity diat 
hare a dollar cost :o the employer. Bleats 
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and services in land are considered to be 
fringe benents only if a cash payment option 
is aTailable. Hecirement and health Insur- 
ance, by deaaition. are the only rro pro- 
jrams considcrfd as fringe beaeats by :he 
UaiTersity of California and the California 
State Colleges, 
b. Comparisons of fringe beaeats, wfaea com* 
parisons have been made at all, hare gener- 
ally been lianted to the dollar contribution 
by the amploTer and hare not included any 
analysis of ±e quality of the benents to the 
employee. 

2. Hecomr^endations 

a. It is recommended uat fringe beneat com- 
parisons of 7pe of benent be includcHi in 
faculty salary reports^ but compared sepa* 
rately from salaries. Such comparisons should 
include an analysis of the quality of the 
benedt^ ^^eil as the dollar cost :o the 
employer, 

b. Proposals to increase specine fringe benents 
should be made separately from salahest in- 
cluding separate cost estimates. 

3. Comments 

Separate proposals for increases in salaries and 
fringe benents should be made to ximmize mis« 
nnderstanding about compecitXTe positious. For 
esmpie, information submitted to the 1963 
Legislature by the ITa i ve rsi ty oi Caliiomia. in 
support of a proposed 5idary increase for 1363- 
t>C compared total compensation data (salaries 
plus fringe benents) rather than salaries alone. 
This report stated in part: "la comparing sal- 
aries, ^inge beaeats must be taken into ac- 
count. Salary comparisons between !ie UaiTer- 
sity and other institutions based on salary ilane 
look far more faTorable :faan comparisons of 
salaries plus b^neiiis.*^ The leest faToroble com« 
parison was with fringe beaeats, not salaries^ 
thus chs report recommeaded a salary increase 
largely on the basis of a diSerence in fringe 
benedts. Although it is felt chat comparisons oi 
total compeasation are appropriate inclusions in 
a faculty salary report, such data should only 
be in addition to rather than in place of sepa- 
rate analyses of rhe current compe -r'ti v e position 
in salaries and frin^ beaeats, 

0, Twnii Csme^nsoTfon 
L Fladings 

a. Total compersation data . ^}nsists of average 
salaries piu^ a dollar amount representing 
die employer^'s cost of fring* beaeats, 

b. The Cooidiaatiag Council for ^Sigiier Sdu- 
catioxL the rairersity of California and the 
California State Colleges hare in the ?itst ail 
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used tocai eompertsauon dar- prepared and 
published hy the ATw>T>^i*f«Ti Associatioa or 
Unirersitr Professors ia their respectiTc 
faeixltT s&lar7 reports. 

1 EecomzaendatioQS 

recommend thac toul oompensatiozi daca, as 
reported br the American Association or Uni* 
▼ersztr Professors, be mcinded ia facnitv salary 
reports as a supplement to separate salary and 
fringe benett information. 

& Sp^doi Pnv9eg«s ond Benefits 

L Findinga 

There are other faculty prrrileges ajid economic 
benefits whkii are not classified as fringe bene« 
fits because they may not be araSable to all 
faculty or fit the definition of a fringe benefit 
in some other respect Examples at tixe Unrrer* 
sity of Califoraia include up to one<4ial£ the 
cost of moving cspesses, rications for ll«month 
appointeest the ^airing of nonresident tuition 
for faculty rhfldr^n, sabbatical leares ^th pay, 
and other special and sick leares xrith or xrith* 
out pay« 

1 Becommendatioos 

It is recommended that a list of special prin* 
leges and benefits be defined and summaries of 
related policies be included in a special section 
in future faculty salary reports so that the 
Legisiatnre ^ be mst of ^hat these priri- 
leges and benefits include. 

3. Coxmnents 

The expansion or establishmext of some of these 
special piirileges and benefits could improve 
recruiting success more than tixe expenditure of 
comparable amounts in salaries. For example, 
moving expenses are not currently oiered by 
the state colleges but some allowance might 
make the diSerenee of whether a young candi* 
date from the East could accept an appoint- 
menu If this type of benefit is proposed* it must 
include adequate controls. 

F, Suppiefnenfo^ income 

L Findings 

a. The multiple loyalties created by permitzing 
faculty to supplement their salaries by earn- 
ing extra income from various sources within 
and outside his college or University is rec- 
ognized as a problem common :o institutions 
of higher education throughout the United 
States. 

b. There apparently are proporionateiy more 
private consulting opportunities in Califor- 
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nia yHnT7 ia other areas of the nadon. For 
exampict 51 percent of the federal research 
defease contracts were concentrated in Call* 
fomia during 1263-64, 

c. The University of California has general pol- 
icies designed to insure that outside activities 
do not interfere with University responsibili- 
ties. If outside activities interfere with Uni^ 
reraity responsibilities^ the faculty member 
genevally must take a leave of absence with- 
out pay until such outside activities are com- 
plex Tlxese and other related University 
policies wexc praised in a 1956 Carnegie* 
financed study titled Univtniiy Faculty 
Comperisation Policies and Practices. 

d. The Coordinating Council for Ei|^er Edu- 
cation submitted excerpts from nationwide 
studies relating to the magnitude of outside 
actxvxties. *We have no way of determining 
hew the dau may relate to California, but if 
the figures are reasonable, then it appears 
that probably a large percentage of faculty 
have at least one source of extra income. 
Sources of income were reported are follows : 



S^rct tnoom* frvm mpw^ 

L^msinn Zl% 

G€n«nU wnciac - . . . 2S 

Saauner usd tsttzoioa fwrhmir ■— 25 

Govtnuacnc conjaidBf 15 

Textbook wntlB^ ..^i, ■■■ 16 

Prinu coosoiciat , 

FsbUe stmct tsd foaxuiacioa coMUinng 0 

Otbcr ^refmiooai acQtldM ■ ■ ■ IC 



Sovrct: Cnivwmty facnily Compensation Policies and ?**acncr5 
m the r, 5„ AMoeuiCoa ot Am«noui CaxY«mdta. waiv«r3tcr 
ot Illiaoii ?ms. CrQAXia. I35fi, 

e. The United Scare Ofice of Sducation has 
jus: completed a nationwide sample survey 
of outside earnings of college faculty for 
1361-62. Although data has not been pub- 
lished yet, special permission has been re- 
ceived to report the following results which 
are quoted from a letter sent to the Legis- 
lative Analyst on December S. 1964 from the 
scaS of the California State College Trustees • 

OUTSiOE tAANINGS OF TEACHING FACJL7Y ON 
ACADEMIC YEAR CONTRACTS (9-10 MONTHS) 

The U, S. 0£ce of Education has ;us; completed a 
nationwide 3urv«y of outside earnings by a sampling 
of all college iacultr aationwide for 1961-o2. The re« 
suits are as icllows: 
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jUI with ootstdt tarainci^ 



BojrtidM - - - - . . 



^ 44 UOO 

^ U LSOO 

^13 900 

— S UOO 

IT. tiOO 



CowUtaat (m , ,,,,,,, , 

ttMl^ • Ut w htft iftir «^r*"TJ . X 3.400 

Itmtieii - 7 1^ 

<>Cte pgnfiiMifliai 10 UOO 

yp^purfwiioiii mniatM —.......^ S I«700 

Tbt Iiighcn &Ttrafe earniafs by tPtrfaiTai; field afid 
tht pereentage with oocsidt earnings are: 



Law ( whici^ w« cto apc bav«> . 
KHf [inti iac 



Baaiam aad C«aa«rct« 
?^riieai ScMttCM - _ — 

PifcbaiocT ■ ■ ■ 



_ TS «;soo 

_ S3 3J0O 

73 2^ 

— Tl 'iSOO 

S*> 2.700 



In light of the Joint CoimsinM discussion jon might 
bt interested in the following: 



SeiszU Hcitscts 
flat Art» 



Stiigion cad ^«elocx. 



^ T4 rusoo 

T4 1.600 

— 74 L500 

^ 7S i:»o 



2» Heecmmendacions 

a. VTt recommend dliat the Coordinating Coon* 
cil for Eugher Edacaciont the UniTersity of 
California and the California State Colleges 
coopcntre in determining the extent to ^vtieh 
faenlty members participate in estra actiri* 
ties to snpplement their 3ine*month salaries 
inducing information as to when extra ac* 
tirities are usnailj performed (such as vaca- 
tions, etc). Sach actrmies would include, 
but not be limited to, lecturing, general writ- 
in?« summer and estensiou teaching, govern- 
ment coasulting. textbook writings private 
consulting, public serrice and foondatiou 
consulting, and other proiessional activities. 
If such a srudr suggests that the magnitude 
cf these actxrities is such that the perform- 
ance of normal Universitr and state college 
re5ponsibilit:es are perhaps being adverseir 
aiected* then wnsideration should be ZTven 



to the possibilitr of maintaining sj-jre com- 
plete ^d aeaningiui records. Sacu records 
would aid adminisiratiTe oScials and aca* 
demic senates when reviewing recommenda- 
tions for promotioQs and saiarv increases 
and provide summarr data for reporting to 
the Legislature on these signincant facultr 
welfare items. Xex: vcar s iacuitv saiarv re* 
port of the Coordinating Council for Higher 
Education should incorporate the results of 
this study. 

b. We also recommend that existing state col* 
lege policies and enforcement pracnces re* 
yarding extra employment be reviewed and 
updated. 

c. Finallr. it is recommended that faculty sal- 
ary reports keep the Legislature informed 
about policies and practices relating to extra 
employment. 

3. Comments 

In our opinion, it would seem that any exzra 
employment would afiect the quality of per* 
fonuance of University responsibilities since 
faculty surveys indicate that the average fac* 
ulty workweek is 54 hoars. The nme spent on 
activities for extra compensation ( except dur- 
ing the summer) would be on top of what uie 
faculty has dedned as their average workweek. 
Because, in some instances, it is dif3cult to de* 
termine whether a given i:icome-producing ac- 
tivity, such as writing a booL is considered a 
normal Unirersity responsibility or an extra 
ac:x\ity, distinctions between normal and extra 
activities need ro be more cieariy denned. 

Much of the outside compensation received 
by faculty comes in the form of trrants made 
directly to the faculty member rnrher than 
through the University or colleges. There is no 
regular reporting of these rrants or the per* 
sonal compensation which they provide to fac- 
ulty, and the colleges and University do not 
consider the reporting of such income to be 
feasible. It mav be desirable to encourage ±c 
Congress to direct that greater number of 
grants made by United States agencies for re- 
search be made directly to dcauemic insnni- 
tions. 
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Appendix E 



December 2^ 1?£" 



William Pickens, Director 

California Postsecondary Education Commission 

1020 Twelfth Street 

Sacramento, CA 95814 



Dear Bill: 



On behalf of the University of California, I am submitting Tables i and 2 of 
the faculty salary comparison report ♦ These tables contain the results of the 
1987-88 survey of eight comparison institutions as well as the percentage 
increases required to achieve parity with the mean salaries for those 
institutions in 1988-89. 

As agreed with the staffs of OPEC, the Department of Finance and the 
Leaislative Analyst, this survey has been conducted using the new croup of 
comparison institutions with the substitution of the University c- irginia 
for the University of Wisconsin and Massachusetts Institute of Tecnrology for 
* Cornell University. The data are final from all institutions.^ Ycu will 

reccll that I wrote you requesting formal approval by the Califor'-'a 
Postsecondary Education Commission for these substitutions. 

:f vou have any questions concerning these ta'bles, please contac" rector 
Switkes at (415) 643-6512. 



Sincerely, 



Calvin C. Moore 
Associate Vice P^eside^-t 
Academic Affairs 



Attachr.eni 
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President Gardner 

Senior Vice President Frazer 

Senior Vice President Brady 

Vice President Baker 

Assistant Vice President Hershman 

Director Arditti 

Director Justus 

Director Switkes 

Director of Finance Huff 

Associate Director O'Brien 

Legislative Analyst Hill 

Mr. Harold E. Giogue 

Mr. -Robert L. Harris 

Mr. Stan Lena 

Mr. Stuart Marshall 
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THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA 
OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
1987-88 
TABLE 1 



Projected Difference in Faculty Salaries: UC and Comparison Institutions 

(Excludes Health Sciences and Law) 



Comparison 8 Institutions^; 

Average Salaries 1987-88 
Average Salaries 1982-83 ^ 
Projected Average 1988-89 



Associate Assistant - 
ProfesGor Professor Professor Average ' 



63,719 
46,311 
67,772 



43,394 
31,450 
46,280 



35,573 
38,034 



"CO 



University of California: 

4 

Average Salaries 1987-88 
Projected Staffing 198b-89 



65,881 
3,425 



43,574 
1,009 



38,424 
757 



57,541 
5,191 



Percentage Increase Needed to 
adjust UC 1988-89 salaries to 
equal the projected 1988-89 
comparison average salaries 



2,9% 



6,2% 



(1.0%) 



3.0^ 



1 



Comparison institutions: Harvard University, University of Illinois, 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology, University of Michigan (Ann Arbor), 
Stanford University, University of Virginia, Yale University, and 
SUNY-Buffalo. Computed from confidential data received from these 
comparison institutions. 

'Averages based on projected 1988-89 UC staffing pattern. 
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Compound annual growth rate over the five-year period is used for the one 
year project! on • 

1987-88 average salaries adjusted to include 5,7c increase effective 1/1/88 
and merits and promotions to be effective 7/1/88, 

41 
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■■' THE UND/ERSm OF CAIIFORNW 
OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
FALL, 1987 
TABLE 2 

Average Comparison Institution Salaries 



Associate Assistant 
Institution Professor Professor Professor 



1987-1988 

A $70,263(2) $49,627(1) $39,572(1) 

B 60,808(6) 41,744(5) 33,191(6) 

C 61,401(5) 44,483(3) 35,321(4) 

D 67,811(3) 41,136(6) 32,981(7) 

E 57,811(7) 44,403(4) 36,950(3) 

F 65,376(4) 48,383(2) 38,586(2) 

G 53,248(8) 37,309(8) 32,964(8) 

H 73,031(1) 40,069(7) 35,02i('-) 



Average 63,719 43,394 35,573 



1982-83 

A $50,271 $35,800 $28,286 

B 44,800 30,700 22,600 

C 45,676 32.129 25,154 

D 49,154 29,066 23,010 

£ 41,854 30,580 25,659 

F 48,600 34,400 27,200 

G 40,582 28,390 25,100 

H 53,553 30,533 26,677 



Average 46,811 31,450 25,^61 



Confidential data received from comparison institucicns include 9- end 11- 
month full-time salaries for all schools and colleges except health sciences 
and law. 
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THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY 



BAKERSnELO - CHICO - DOMINCUEZ HIIXS - FRESNO FULLERTON • HAYWARO HIMB0U3T 
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OFFICE OF THE CHANCELLOR 
(2J3) 590- 




LONG BEACH LOS ANGELES - NORTHRIOGE 
SAN LUIS OBISPO - SONOMA STANISLAUS 



December 4, 1987 



Mr. Willi am L. Storey 
Assistant Director 
Finance & Facilities 

California Postsecondary Education Commission 
1020 Twelfth Street 
Sacramento, California 95814 

Dear Bill: 

This is to report to the Postsecondary Education Commission the information 
that we have developed for the 1988-89 State budget cycle regarding faculty 
salaries in the California State University and the 20 universities designated 
as comparison institutions. Essentially, these data indicate a salary lag in 
the next fiscal year of 4.7%. 

Five tables summarize the information developed: 

The first table (attachment A) presents the distribution of CSU full-time 
faculty by rank and their average salaries during the current year. Because 
CSU salaries will rise on January 1st, three sets of averages are shown: 
salaries as of Fall 1987, average salaries over the academic year (4 months 
paid at current levels, and 8 months at salaries 6.9% higher), and "final" 
salaries paid with the full 6.9% Increase. Academic year averages should be 
used for current year comparisons, while final salaries are used for lag 
calculations into the next budgei year. 

The second table (Attachment B) shows the distribution by rank and the average 
salary in 1987-88 of faculty in the 20 comparison institutions. It is based 
on current year reports from 15 institutions and projection*^ from prior year 
data for 5 institutions. 

The third table (Attachment C) shows the distribution by rank and the average 
salary in 1982-83 of faculty in the comparison institutions. Attachment D 
calculates the 1988-89 projected average salaries by rank at the comparison 
institutions. It is based on the 1982 and 1937 average salaries reported on 
the preceding tables. 
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Attachment E presents the estimated lag in CSU salaries next year in 
accordance with the established CPEC methodology. 

The detailed information that substantiate the comparison institution salary 
averages In 1982 and 1987 have been shared with Mr. Haberman. 

Please advisa if you have any questions regarding the information transmitted 
herewith or with the .-naterials forwarded earlier:^ 

Sincerely, 



Thierry F. Koenig 

Faculty and Staff Relations 

TFK/sp 
Attachments 



cc: Dr. Pickens 
Dr. Naples 
Dr. Smart 
Mr. Harris 
Mr. Geiogue 
Mr. Northman 

bcc: ^r. Haberman 
Dr. Hunt 
Dr. Jensen 
Dr. Level lie 
Mr. Rogers 
Mr. Messner 
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The California State University Attachment A 

Office of the Chancellor 





Number of Fuli-titne Faculty and 
Average Salary By Rank 
in the 

CiHlifornia State University 
19Q7_aa 






Number 

of 
Faculty 


Fail 
1987 


Academic 
Year 
Average 


Final 
Average 


PROFESSOR 


7,409 


S49, 179 


351, 442 


352, 573 


ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR 


2, 468 


38, 150 


39, 905 


40, 782 


ASSISTANT PROFESSOR 


1,491 


30, 765 


32, 180 


32, 888 


INSTRUCTOR 


176 


26, 496 


27, 715 


28, 324 


TOTAL 


11, 544 


344, 097 


346, 126 


34 r, 140 



Note: Academic year average and Final average salaries 
are 4« 6% and 6. 3% above Fall 1987 salaries 



Dec, 4, 1987 
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Th» California State University 
Of£±C9 of the Chancellor 



Attachment B 



Number of Full-time Faculty and 
Average Salary By Rank 
In the 

20 Comparison Institutions 

i9a7-aa 



Number 

of Average 
Faculty Salary 



PROFESSOR 



4, 155 



$53, 313 



ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR 



4, 311 



39, 443 



ASSISTANT PROFESSOR 



2, 97a 



32, 727 



INSTRUCTOR 



391 



25, 153 



TOTAL 



11, a35 



S42, 150 



Based on 15 Institutions reporting current year data and 
projections from prior year data for 5 Institutions 



Dec. 4, 1987 
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The California Sta\:e University 
Office of the Chancellor 



Attachment C 



Number of Full-time Faculty and 
Average Salary By Rank 
in the 

20 Comparison Institutions 
1932-83 



number 

of Average 
Faculty Salary 



PROFESSOR 



3, 9ia 



939, 679 



ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR 



4, 074 



29, 673 



ASSISTANT PROFESSOR 



3, 271 



23, 365 



INSTRUCTOR 



506 



la, 769 



TOTAL 



11, 769 



330, 921 



Dec. 4, 1987 
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The California State University 
Office of the chancellor 



Attachment D 



Projections of Comparison Institutions 
Average Salaries Into 1938-39 



5-yr. 
Trend 



1987-aa 
Average 



1988-89 
Projection 



PROFESSOR 

ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR 
ASSISTAKT PROFESSOR 
INSTRUCTOR 



6.09 
5.86 
6.52 
6. 02 



53,313 
39, 443 
32, 727 
25, 153 



56, 557 
41,753 
34, 861 
26, 670 



/ 



December 4, 1987 
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Attachment £ 



Estimate of CSU Faculty Salary Lag In 1988-89 
With the 20 Comparison Institutions 



CSU Final 

1987-88 
Salaries 



Comp. Inst. 

1988-89 
Projection 



CSU 
Lag 



CSU Staffing Pattern 
Comp. Inst. Staffing 



$47, 140 
42, 524 



SSO, 134 
44, 717 



6. 35% 
5. 16% 



Average of two computations 



5. 75% 



Adjustments: 



Net CSU Lag In 1988-89. 



Law faculty 

CSU growth 

CSU Merit awards 



0. 20% 
0. 20% 
0. 68% 

4. 67% 



December 4, 1987 
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CALIFORNIA POSTSECOND ARY EDUCATION COiMMISSION 



THE California Postsecondary Education Commis- 
sion is a citizen board established in 1974 by the 
Legislature and Governor to coordinate the efforts of 
California's colleges and universities and to provide 
independent, non-partisan policy analysis and rec- 
ommendations to the Governor and Legislature 

Members of the Commission 

The Commission consists of 15 members. Nine rep- 
resent the general public, with three each appointed 
for six-year terms by the Governor, the Senate Rules 
Committer?, and the Speaker of the Assembly The 
other six represent the major segments of postsec- 
ondary education in California. 

As of January 1988, ths Commissioners represent- 
ing the general public are: 

Mim Andelson, Los Angeles 

C. Thomas Dean, Long Beach, Chairperson 

Henry Der, San Francisco 

Seymour M. Farber, M.D., San Francisco 

Lowell J. Paige, ElMacero 

Cruz Reynoso, Los Angeles, Vice Chairperson 

Sharon N. Skog, Palo Alto 

Thomas E. Stang, Los Angeles 

Stephen P. Teale, M.D., xModesto 

Representatives of the segments are* 

Yori Wada, San Francisco: appointed by the Regents 
of the University of California 

William D Campbell, Carlsbad; appointed by the 
Trustees of the California State University 

Borgny Baird, Long Beach; appointed by the Board 
of Governors of the California Community Colleges 

Harry Wugalter, Thousand Oaks; appointed by the 
Council for Private Postsecondary Educational In- 
stitutions 

Kenneth L. Peters, Tarzana, appointed by the Cali- 
fornia State Board of Education 

James B Jamieson, San Luis Obispo; appointed b> 
California's independent colleges and universities 



Functions of the Commission 

The Commission is charged by the Legislature and 
Governor to "assure the 3fTective utilization of public 
postsecondary education resources, thereby elimi- 
nating waste and unnecessary duplication, and to 
promote diversity,, innovation, and responsiveness to 
student and societal needs " 

To this end, the Commission conducts independent 
reviews of matters affecting the 2,600 institutions o^" 
postsecondary education in California, including 
Community Colleges, four-year colleges, universi- 
ties, and professional and occupational schools. 

As an advisory planning and coordinating body, the 
Commission does not administer or govern any insti- 
tutions, nor does it approve, authc ' , or accredit 
any of them. Instead, it cooperates with other state 
agencies and non-governmental groups that perform 
these functions, while operating as an independent 
board with its own staff and its own specific duties of 
evaluation, coordination, and planning. 

Operation of the Commission 

The Commission holds regular meetings throughout 
the year at which it debates and takes action on staff 
studies and takes positions on proposed legislation 
affecting education beyond the high school in Califo- 
rnia. By law, the Commission's meetings are open to 
the public. Requests to address the Commission may 
be made by writing the Commission in advance or by 
submitting a request prior to the start of a meeting. 

The Commission's day-to-da> .'ork is carried out by 
its staff in Sacramento, under the guidance of its e.x- 
ecutive director, William H Pickens, who is appoint- 
ed by the Commission. 

The Commission publishls and distributes without 
charge some 40 to 50 reports each year on major is 
sues confronting California postsecondary educa 
tion Recent reports are listed on the back cover. 

Further information about the Commission, its meet- 
ings, its staff, and its publications may be obtained 
from the Commission offices at 1020 Twelfth Street, 
Third Floor, Sacramento, CA 98514 telephone (916) 
445-7933 
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FACUi/lY SALARIES IN CAMKOHNIA'S 
PUBLIC UNIVERSITIKS, 1988-89 

California Pustseoondary Lducaiion Commission I\.»pori 88-9 



ONE .^fa series of reports publi?hed b\ t!ie ComriMS- 
f5«on as pern of Its planning and coordinatm? rebpon- 
sibiliiies Additional copies may he ootained without 
cliargc from the P'iblications OtTice, Califor nia Posi- 
secondary Education Commission, Third Floor, 1020 
TA'Clfth Street, Sacramento, California 95814-3985. 

Recent reports of the Commission include 

88-6 Comments on Educa:ional Equity Plans of the 
Sejnienis. A Staff Report on the Development of 
P^ans by the Stale Department of Education, the 
California Stat? University, and the University of 
Caiiibrnia to Achieve the Educational Equity Goals 
of Assembiv Concurrenr Resolution 63 (1984) (Feb- 
T*uary 193S' 

88-7 Si'<f.. Growth, jr.i Cost '^f Administration at 
the Caiiforni^ State L'liiversicy A Report Prepared 
by Price Wa.ei house j.na ^^GT Consultants for the 
C ilifornia Po.- t^pcondarv E Jucation Commission 
V February 19£8^ 

38-3 Overview oft! e 1983- S9 Governor's Budget for 
Fo«^* secondary Edi.c.Uion in Ca.ifornia Testimony 
by 'tViiliam H T'ckeiis, E\ecutive Director. Calif<.r- 
nia Postsecondarv Educatio.i Commissi )n (Mar:h 
1988) 

88-9 Fa:uity Salaries in California's Public L'ni .er- 
sities, i9SS-89' The Commission's 1987 Report to cl^vO 
Legislature and Go\ernor in Rei-ponse to Senate 
Concurrent Rebolutir)n Xo 510965) (March 1983/ 

88-10 EHgi'oility li' C-ilifornia's 1086 Hijh Scnooi 
Gradu.ales for Adnussion to Its Public Universities' 
\ RepO'*t of :he 1986 High School Eli^biiitv Study 
^Marcr, 19Sb) 

88-11 Eligibility !^o»" l'"r?sh:nan .Xdmission to tne 
I'niversicv of Caiiior *.ia. A Sta'en'^ent to the Regents 
of the Ln:versi:\ by Vvi!liam J P'lCkons, Executive 
Director. Cciifornia "^osiseconaary Ed.jcatior Com- 
mis-ion, Februar} 1>S. 1988 (:T!arch 1938) 

SS'!2 Time to Da^'-t:,^. .n Caiifarnhi'- Public L'niv.-^r- 
-ities' Facors Ci'i\lf^')uVi^\.r, %) tl..- Lene^h ')i '\ i\r.^^ 
L'f:der^i idu.»ivs i\ia.. *) E irn Ihei^ BacheK;'*'-? Vu- 
:;r.:t C-cv-h 1933^ 

38-13 Evalu?i' ii-o of ^,oliiornia Ao'.ideir.r Put- 
Por^:hip Progra.n -/'PJ /\ Rvoor^ u) tn-^ Lcgishstur* 
in response to .Xj^sembfy hil'. :393 Chaotor 
Statutes of ! 984) iMarch ::-ffe8) 



88-14 StaiHlai lilted Tost.-. U^ed fur Higher Eiiuv.a 
Uwfi Admi^i^ion and Placement in California DuimiT 
1^87 The Tb.ird in a S^^ric^ of Annual Reportb Pub- 
li.^hod m Accordance with Senate Bill 1758 "Chapter 
1505, Statutes of 1984/ March 1988) 

88-15 Update of Community College Transfer Stu- 
dent Siatistics Fall 1987 L'niversity of C ilifoi nla. 
The California State University, and Cahforni,;'-: 
Inaependent Colleges and Universities '?ylarch 1988) 

88-16 Legislative Update, March 1983. AStaiTRe- 
port to the California Po^tsecondary Educatioi'. Coin 
mission (March 1988) 

88-17 State Poiicv for Facui'y Development in Cali- 
fornia Public Higher Education. .A Reporr to the Gov- 
ernor and Legislature in i^espon^e to Supniemental 
Language in the 1986 Budget Act iMay l^c58i 

88-18lc20 Exploring Facuitv De* riopment in Cal- 
ifornia Higher Education Prepared for the Caiiibr- 
nia Poptsecondary Education Commission by Ber- 
man, Weiier Associates 

88-18 Volume One Executi\c Summary and 
Conclusions, by PauI Barman anci Daniel Weiier. 
December 1987 (March 1938i 

88-19 Volume Two: Findings, by Paul Bernmn. 
Jo-Ann Intlli and Dcniel WtHer, December I,)S7 
(Marcn 1938) 

38-20 Vol.ime Thrc^e. .Nppendix, bv Paul Ger- 
man, Jo Am Intili, and Daniel Weilcr January 
i98S(^^arch 1988) 

88-21 Staff De;eloo:ne::t in C<:U')rnia Public 
Schools. Recommer.daiion^t f rhe P •Ixy .Ocveiopment 
Committee for :ht CV.hfvi ma Sta:T tMopmeni Pol- 
.ryStudv. .Mun.- 19(^:8 iMa!cn 19.-'S, 

88-22 and 23 StaT Di .oi.^pment California 
Public and P'^r in .e^: ir-^^n^.o. Pr< ::ram Pattern-, 
and Pjlic.. CliOice^. u^. .1 uiiih 'vVari cr. Little. \Vi!!'c.m 
II (:';'*rii/. Pvi'rld S ..'li. Jamo-- 'V Guthr.e. 
^^n.'oi 'V Kir.'.i. ind ui D Mai A Jc*nt Punii- 
ca'ion of Fur West !>< oor.:^or\ fo-r :\du'vMt:()na' R-' 
-iecaioii i.'ui P"»VHiopn.("a • i'olicv .\n/i\^i^ for Caii- 
f(>r:K i FuDcJMon ip*.^'!j, !)oc vnber 1987 

88-22 Executi ^ e Sair.ni'irv \uirc.u 'JcS) 

88-20 R.'port ^M3/.:h M^iJ^ 
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